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The third century CE was a period of turmoil for the Roman Empire, as can be seen for example 
in the disastrous years between 260-275 CE. The emperor Valerian had been captured by the 
Sasanids, and Rome was left scrambling to restore control. This allowed the Gallic Empire in 
the West and the Palmyrene Empire in the East the freedom to assert their dominance and 
independence from Rome. The resultant need for increased military expenditure during these 
years necessitated an increase in coin, which led to a massive and continuous debasement of 
the imperial antoninianus. Yet, despite the unequal demand for coin from the various imperial 
branch mints and the general chaos of the period, the imperial government maintained a 
surprisingly firm grasp on certain aspects of the economy.  
 
This study argues that there was a policy of uniform debasement in the antoninianus – Rome’s 
standard silver coin in the third century – across the imperial branch mints between 260-275 
CE, despite the apparent political and military chaos of the period. This will be achieved 
through comparing the weight and silver content of the antoninianus, analysed by King and 
Northover, from the imperial mints at Cyzicus, Mediolanum, and Rome. A similar approach 
was attempted by Philip Tyler, who concluded that there were unequal rates of debasement 
across the Empire. Tyler argued that during the sole reign of Gallienus, the imperial mint at 
Rome minted at two standards. Based on this assumption, Tyler suggested that the antoniniani 
of better quality were sent by the Rome mint to the East and the more debased antoniniani 
were sent to the West. Tyler reasoned that this was due to the differing military demands (and 
consequent financial demands) across the Empire. Tyler’s conclusions were not widely 
accepted by those prominent in the numismatic field. This study argues against Tyler’s findings 
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A comparative survey of the period of about two hundred years from Augustus… 
to the age of Marcus would reveal no such similar succession of reigns, variety of 
fortunes in both civil and foreign wars, disturbances among the provincial 
populations, and destruction of cities in both Roman territory and many barbarian 
countries. There have never been such earthquakes and plagues, or tyrants and 
emperors with such unexpected careers… Some of these men ruled for quite a long 
time, others held only transient power; some hardly reached the title and fleeting 
honour before they were deposed. In a period of sixty years the Roman empire was 
shared by more rulers than the years warranted, so producing many strange 
phenomena. (Herodian, 1.1.4-5) 
 
It was in this way that the third-century historian, Herodian, began his work detailing the events 
from the reign of Marcus Aurelius, until the reign of Gordian III. In just one paragraph 
Herodian lists a rapid succession of reigns, increased warfare, decreasing populations, 
destruction of cities, natural disasters, and plague that afflicted the Roman Empire for the 
majority of the third century. Whilst Rome had seen civil wars, plagues, natural disasters, and 
depositions of emperors and dynasties throughout the previous two centuries, up to this point 
there had been no extended period as turbulent and so widely catastrophic as was evidenced in 
the third century. Although tensions had been accumulating from the reign of Commodus,1 it 
was the assassination of Severus Alexander in 235 CE that brought about an undeniable period 
of turmoil, known as the third century crisis. This period of ‘crisis’ lasted until the stabilising 
measures of Diocletian’s reign in 284 CE.2 Upon the death of Severus Alexander, Maximinus 
Thrax –  a soldier –  “(emerged) from the military ranks and was the first to come to power 
solely as the choice of the soldiers, since the authority of the senate had played no role and he 
himself was not a senator.” (Eutr., 9.1).3 For the ancient authors, such as Eutropius and Aurelius 
                                                 
1 Dio aptly describes these accumulating tensions when he stated that Rome descended from a kingdom of gold 
to one of iron and rust (Dio 72.36.4). See Alföldy 1974, 92. 
2 Drinkwater 1987, 20; Cameron 1993, 3.  




Victor, the death of Severus Alexander and the accession of Maximinus was a turning point. 
Aurelius Victor described the subsequent period as one of confusion and turbulence, stating 
that after the reign of Severus Alexander, “as long as the emperors were more intent on 
dominating their subjects than upon subjugating foreign peoples and preferred to fight among 
themselves, they threw the Roman state into a steep decline, as it were, and men were put into 
power indiscriminately, good and bad, noble and base-born, even many of barbarian 
extraction.” (Aur. Vict., Caes., 24).4 Alföldy categorised several changes apparent in the third 
century, which contributed towards the third century crisis. He listed the transformation of the 
monarchy, the instability of the state, the increasing power of the army, social change, 
economic problems, a decrease in population, manpower shortages, and barbarian invasions, 
as key components. 5 De Blois added the decay of small and medium-size towns, increased 
warfare, plague, the decline of the epigraphic habit, local euergersia and public services, and 
the debasement of the imperial coinage and consequent collapse of the monetary system to 
those listed by Alföldy.6 The third century was a time of seemingly disastrous change for the 
Roman Empire, causing the empire to become almost unrecognisable by the time it emerged 
from crisis.7 
 
Although each change in the third century was important in creating the ‘crisis’, the most 
crucial was the economic problems that led to the near collapse of the monetary system. For 
                                                 
4 Cf. SHA, Severus Alexander, 64.1-2: “but after Alexander various men seized the power in rivalry with one 
another, of whom some reigned only six months, others for a year, and a number, again, for two, or at the most, 
three years, down to the time of those emperors, who extended the Empire to wider bounds – Aurelian, I mean” 
5 Alföldy 1974, 98-103. 
6 De Blois 2002, 204-217. 
7 Drinkwater 1987, 20; Cameron 1993, 3. On the other hand, for Witschel, that key features of the Roman imperial 
system, such as a permanent paid army, collection of taxes, self-administering cities, a hierarchically organized 
society, and an agrarian economic structure did not change until the sixth century suggests that the events of the 
third century were not a ‘crisis’ but perhaps a ‘transformation’ (Witschel 2004, 253). A greater discussion of 
whether the events of the third century were a ‘crisis’ or a (rapid and irreversible) ‘transformation’ is outside the 
scope of the present study – thus the common interpretation of ‘crisis’ has been adopted. See De Blois 2002 for 




an Empire the size of Rome it was necessary to have a functioning economy – and therefore a 
solid monetary system – due to the costs associated with maintaining and protecting the 
Empire. During the third century this monetary system – which had seen Rome through 
centuries of conquest – began to fall apart. Increasing expenditure with a decreasing income 
led to an interlinked series of causes and effects, which ended in a debased currency. 
 
1. Third-Century Roman Economy Overview 
 
Throughout the tenure of the Roman Empire, the legitimacy of the emperor’s rule relied in part 
on their ability to show their military prowess to the upper classes of Rome.8 After the death 
of Severus Alexander and the hailing of the soldier Maximinus by the army as emperor, a new 
type of emperor arose; one who ruled in an overtly authoritarian and militaristic manner.9 
Previously, a display of the emperor’s military might was achieved by successful campaigns 
against foreign people and the consequential extension of Roman borders. However, by the 
late second century, the Roman Empire had ceased to geographically spread. Rather than 
conquer new territory, the imperial army was instead focused on defending the borders from 
barbarian invasions.10 
 
The need for an increased military presence on the borders necessitated increased military 
expenditure from the imperial treasury.11 In addition to this increased military expenditure, the 
emperor’s position called for further expenditures from the imperial purse, such as free grain, 
                                                 
8 Corbier 2005, 328. 
9 Alföldy 1974, 98-99. 
10 There is evidence throughout the ancient literary sources of continual barbarian raids during the third century – 
that there were increased barbarian invasions in the period discussed is incontestable. However, it is not irrefutable 
that the emperors exaggerated this threat to the upper classes in Rome in order to appear to be more militarily 
active and successful. For this see Halsall 2007, 144-149. 




games, public building works, as well as what Corbier terms “prestige expenditures”.12 By the 
reign of Severus Alexander and the beginning of the third century crisis, the imperial treasury 
had begun to feel the strain of such expenditures. In an edict on the aurum coronarium sent by 
Severus Alexander to the cities, the emperor admits that the imperial treasury did not have an 
abundance of wealth (τοῦτο δὲ οὐ διὰ περιουσίαν πλούτου ποιοῦντα) and that this continued 
to decline, a situation which he intended to fix without further burdening the already struggling 
greater population (καιπερ κεκμηχ(ότ)α, τὸ κλῖνον ἀναλήμψασθαι) (P.Fay. 20).13 From this, it 
is possible to deduce that both the imperial treasury and those paying the urban debts to Rome 
were feeling the economic strain at the beginning of the third century crisis.  
 
There were only a certain number of methods that the imperial treasury could use to generate 
income, with income being the amount of precious metal stock available to the emperor to mint 
coins to pay for state expenditure. These methods were mining, booty acquisition from 
conquered people, the debasement of the imperial coinage, and taxation.14 With the end of their 
geographic spread, the Roman Empire could no longer rely on the collection of booty from 
conquered enemies as a means to acquire new metal stock in the third century.15 Thus, for 
emperors in the third century, mining, debasement, and taxation were the only means of 
generating income. However, the acquisition of precious metals from mining was dependant 
on the mines within the borders of the empire. As the Empire was no longer expanding, the 
                                                 
12 Duncan-Jones 1994, 33-46; Corbier 2005, 360-362: Corbier gives examples of beautifying the capital and 
maintaining a court. For other payments by the state to groups outside of the Empire see Howgego 1992, 4-6; 
Duncan-Jones 1994, 33-46. Coins were also taken out of circulation in increasing amounts in the third century 
through hoarding. For a discussion on which see Duncan-Jones 1994, 67-85; Witschel 2004, 251-259; Corbier 
2005, 344, 356. Cf. also “Coin Hoards of the Roman Empire” project: https://chre.ashmus.ox.ac.uk/  
13 Greek from Oliver 1978, 475-476. See Alföldy 1974, 92; Oliver 1978, 478-485; De Blois 2002, 208. 
14 Corbier 2005, 360. 




number of mines remained static, so the output could only remain constant (or decrease as 
mines were exhausted, as seems to be the case).16  
 
The increased pressure on the imperial treasury, which had come to rely upon a declining 
amount of precious metals, led to an increase in taxation, and, apparently, increased 
debasement of the imperial coinage. However, as only so much revenue could be gathered from 
taxation,17 the emperors increasingly relied on debasing the imperial coinage in order to fund 
their growing military expenditure.18 Debasement is the lowering of the precious metal content 
of a coin. The Oxford English Dictionary defines a coin as: “A piece of metal of definite weight 
and value, usually a circular disc, made into money by being stamped with an officially 
authorized device; a piece of money.” What is important here is the idea that a piece of metal 
(which has some implied sense of scarcity) represents a particular amount of wealth, as 
guaranteed by the government – or in ancient terms, by the emperor – to facilitate trade.19 Thus, 
the amount of wealth that each coin symbolized was represented by both the weight and the 
precious metal content of the coin. By reducing the precious metal content, it seems that these 
                                                 
16 Patterson 1972, 227; Drinkwater 1987, 210; Howgego 1990a, 8; Howgego 1992, 6-7. See Edmondson 1989 for 
a full discussion on mining in the Late Roman Empire. In the first two centuries CE, the Iberian Peninsula was 
the most productive mining area in the Empire; however, archaeological evidence suggests that by the end of the 
second century, the large mines of Spain had vastly reduced their output. That is not to say that mining ceased in 
the Empire, but rather that it was restructured into a series of smaller operations throughout the Empire. Thus, 
mining, just as had occurred with minting (and likely closely related to the reorganisation of the mints) became 
decentralised (Edmondson 1989).  
17 Hopkins, 1992 120-124; Corbier, 2005, 328. In addition to the issues of taxation, plague caused a huge decrease 
in the population of the Roman Empire, from the Antionine Plague in the second century and throughout the third 
century. Plague meant that there were fewer people to pay taxes, which would be used to raise revenue for the 
imperial treasury, adding to the problem (for which see Van Minnen 2006, 162-164).  
18 Crawford 1970; Howgego 1990b, 8; Howgego 1995, 119. Military expenditure was the greatest demand on the 
imperial purse. Duncan-Jones has estimated that military pay amounted to seventy per cent of imperial 
expenditure in 215 CE (although attempts to quantify the Roman economy must be approached with some 
caution). See Howgego 1992, 2-4; Duncan-Jones 1994, 33-46; Estiot 2012, 539-540. 
19 Metcalf 2012, 3. See Crawford 1970 for discussion on purpose of Roman coins. For Crawford, the sole purpose 
of issuing imperial coinage was to fund state expenditure and thus, the use of imperial coins as a means of 
exchange within the Empire was an accidental consequence. Cf. Lo Cascio 1981; Howgego 1990b for the 
opposing view. The results of this study support the argument of Lo Cascio and Howgego, in that the imperial 
government made a concerted effort to control the economy and, therefore, the use of imperial coins as a means 




coins were given a fiduciary value and thus overvalued relative to their actual metallic worth.20 
It was necessary for the emperors in the third century to continue to give increasing amounts 
to the soldiers, which the imperial treasury did not have, to secure their loyalty and draw more 
men into the army. This created a need to further debase the coins.21 Consequently, the emperor 
needed to increase coin production from a declining precious metal stock, thus paying the 
soldiers in coins containing less precious metal and thus worth less than previously.22 
 
This created a cyclical problem. The basis of the decline of the Roman monetary system in the 
third century stemmed from the need for increased military expenditure on the borders of the 
Empire. An increased military expenditure, in turn, led to increased taxation and the 
debasement of the imperial coinage. The debasement of the coinage led to a decline in real tax 
revenue paid back to the imperial treasury, which was used to pay for the increased military 
expenditure. This then further increased taxation (up to a point) and required greater 
debasement to make up for this decline.23 
 
Prior to the third century, imperial coin production was centralized in Rome at the imperial 
mint. By the third century, due to an increased need for coinage along great stretches of the 
borders of the Empire, minting was decentralized and imperial branch mints were opened to 
supply coinage to pay the army more efficiently.24 As there were different threats at different 
locations in the Empire, these imperial branch mints had the opportunity to debase the imperial 
                                                 
20 Corbier 2005, 339-340. Crawford suggests that the value of the coin was based more on its precious metal 
content and that large variations in its weight could occur without affecting its value (Crawford 1970, 45-46). The 
results of this study support this suggestion. 
21 Although imperial economic policy was the main cause for debasement, a decline in precious metal content can 
also be observed due to the monetarii striking more coins per pound than ordered, fraud of the monetarii, and 
general wear of the coin. (See Corbier 2005, 331-340). However, continuous and increasing amounts of 
debasement evidenced at the imperial mints can only be due to imperial policy. 
22 Cf. De Blois 2002, 13-14; Carrié and Rousselle 1999, 9-25 as cited by De Blois. 
23 Corbier 2005, 390 and Van Minnen 2006, 164-165. The possible inflation caused by the debasement of the 
imperial coinage will not be discussed in this study.  




coinage at unequal rates in order to respond to differing demands of coin. However, the 
imperial branch mints did not debase the coinage at different rates. Clearly, there was an 
imperial policy to maintain uniform rates of debasement across the Empire.  
 
2. Administration Of The Imperial Mint  
 
A uniform policy of debasement across the imperial branch mints was possible due to the 
structure and regulation of the imperial mints. This is evidenced through the strict hierarchy 
within the mint.25 In the third century, the emperor had full control of the mint and, therefore, 
was at the top of the mint hierarchy (de rebus bellicis 3.4; Herodian 2.15.3).26 Under the 
emperor was the imperial finance secretary, the a rationibus, who was the head of the imperial 
mint at Rome (and later the imperial branch mints) and the imperial treasury. The a rationibus 
was also in charge of the mines, taxes, and state expenditure (CIL vi 8409; Statius 3.85-105).27 
Directly under the a rationibus in the administrative hierarchy of the imperial mint was the 
procurator monetae.28 Under the orders of the a rationibus, the procurator monetae oversaw 
the operations of the mint directly and was responsible for executing the plans of the a 
rationibus in regards to producing the output from the mint dictated by the incoming bullion.29 
 
The procurator monetae had three immediate subordinates: the dispensator rationis monetae 
(CIL vi 8454), the aequator (CIL xiii 1820), and the optio et exactor (CIL vi 42-44).30 The 
                                                 
25 Refer to Appendix I for a full discussion of the administration of the imperial mint. See also Figure 1, p. 118. 
26 Sutherland 1947, 49-51; Katsari 2003, 29. 
27 Sutherland 1947, 51; Carson 1956, 232; Jones 1966, 154; Peachin 1986, 104; Cubelli 1992, 41-42;  Noreña 
2011, 191; Woytek 2013, 256. 
28 Carson 1956, 232; Peachin 1986, 103-4; Woytek 2012, 101; Bond 2016, 234. Peachin created a chronological 
list of those who had held this position. Two of those whom he was able to ascertain had been a procurator 
monetae, L. Vibius Lentulus and M. Petronius Honoratus, held the position of a rationibus some years after 
holding the post of procurator monetae, showing the clear hierarchy within the upper administration of the mint. 
See Peachin 1986, 94-101; 105. 
29 Peachin 1986, 104; Noreña 2011, 191; Bond 2016, 234. 




dispensator rationis monetae was the treasurer or an account official of the imperial mint 
(whereas the a rationibus was the head of the treasury).31 The aequator oversaw the workers 
who examined the quality and the weight of the coins, and likely – alongside the dispensator 
rationis monetae – kept track of the coinage coming in and leaving the mint.32 The optio et 
exactor (helped by his assistant, the optio (CIL vi 44)) was responsible for the technical side 
of the direct administration of the mint, as compared to the more bureaucratic and regulatory 
position of the procurator monetae. In charge of the actual production of the imperial mint, the 
optio et exactor likely took orders from the procurator monetae and executed them.33 Under 
the optio et exactor and the optio, to form the lowest administrative tier, was the praepositus 
(CIL vi 8464; CIL xiv 1878; CIL vi 1145), in charge of the die-cutters; the conductores flaturae 
(CIL vi 791; CIL vi 8464),34 in charge of the smelters; and the officinatores, in charge of those 
striking the coins and quality checking (CIL vi 43; CIL vi 298; CIL vi 8463b). 
 
The best evidence for the mid to low levels of the administrative hierarchy and the organisation 
of workers in the imperial mint comes from a series of inscriptions found near the San Clemente 
church on the Mons Caelius in Rome.35 This set of inscriptions were on the base of several 
statues, dedicated on Trajan’s dies imperii in 115 CE, by some of the mint workers of the 
imperial mint at Rome (CIL vi 42-44; CIL vi 239; CIL vi 791).36 The Trajanic inscriptions 
indicate that there were three types of workers striking the coinage in the officinae of the 
imperial mint, under the supervision of the officinatores: the signatores, suppostores, and 
malliatores (CIL vi 44). The signatores were in charge of placing the upper die on the coin 
                                                 
31 Peachin 1986, 104. 
32 Peachin 1986, 104; Bond 2016, 235 no. 39. 
33 Peachin 1986, 104. 
34 Peachin 1986, 104 no. 60; Peachin 1987, 248-249; Bond 2016, 234. 
35 This is likely the location of the imperial mint at Rome. Partial remains of a large early imperial building has 
been found under the church. See Burnett 2001 for discussion on the physical building that the mint was in. 





blank for it to be hammered;37 the suppostores placed the blanks on the lower die for the 
signatores to place the upper die upon;38 and the malliatores hammered or struck the upper 
die.39 The signatores, suppostores, and malliatores worked in teams,40 creating a highly 
structured operation within the Roman imperial mint. Just as the signatores, suppostores, and 
malliatores were under the authority of the officinatores, the flaturae argentariae – smelters – 
were under the conductores flaturae, and the sculptores – die-engravers – (CIL vi 6464) were 
under the praepositi.  
 
As far as can be deduced from the limited evidence, the structure of the administrative 
hierarchy and the functional workings of the mint did not change drastically between the reign 
of Trajan and the end of the third century.41 Like many Roman professions, minting traditions 
were strong and likely changed very little over the centuries.42 As imperial branch mints started 
to be opened in the third century, the number of procuratores monetae likely increased so that 
there was one at each of the imperial mints, while there remained one a rationibus for the entire 
imperial mint system.43 Presumably, this would have been the same for the optio et exactor, 
the dispensator rationis monetae and the aequatores in the third-century imperial mints. As 
the a rationibus was the head of the treasury and not directly tied to an individual mint, it is 
logical that there would only be one person in this position at a time. Because the a rationibus 
was also in charge of monitoring imperial expenses and the income from mines, it seems likely 
                                                 
37 Vermeule 1957, 107; Woytek 2012, 111. 
38 Sutherland 1947, 49; Vermeule 1957. 107; Beckmann 2012, 407; Woytek 2012, 104; Woytek 2013, 260; Bond 
2016, 334. 
39 Sutherland 1947, 49; Grierson and Mays 1992, 51; Beckmann 2012, 407; Woytek 2012, 104; Woytek 2013, 
259. 
40 Beckmann 2012, 407; Woytek 2012, 111; Woytek 2013, 269. 
41 Hendy 1985, 380. 
42 Woytek 2012, 110. 
43 As of yet, there is no solid evidence for a procurator monetae at any of the imperial branch mints before the 
mid-fourth century (for which see the Notitia Dignitatum). There is evidence of a procurator monetae at the Gallic 
Empire mint at Trier (Peachin 1986, 100-102); however, this was not an imperial mint.  




that he set the precious metal content of the imperial coins (in line with the interests of the 
emperor). If this reasoning is accepted, it follows that the precious metal content of the imperial 
coinage was able to be set at a uniform rate by the a rationibus, with the procurator monetae 
of each imperial branch mint implementing the set rate of debasement.44 
 
3. Methodology  
 
This study sets out to demonstrate that there was a uniform rate of debasement in the 
antoniniani across the imperial branch mints in the Roman Empire between 260-275 CE. 
Through establishing that there was a uniform rate of debasement across the entire Roman 
Empire, this study contributes to the thesis that the Roman economy was not broken up into 
localised regional economies, operating at a provincial level, but rather that it was viewed by 
the imperial government as a unified system.45 Moreover, by demonstrating that there was a 
uniform rate of debasement across the imperial mints, this study sheds light on the imperial 
government’s efforts to control the economy.46 This then demonstrates that the Roman 
economy was not a haphazard system controlled by merchants, but that the imperial 
government manipulated the currency under the assumption that the Empire had a single 
unified economy. By maintaining a uniform rate of debasement, even in times of crisis, Rome 
continued to show itself to be a highly structured and organised system.  
 
The demonstration that there was a uniform rate of debasement will be achieved through 
comparing the antoniniani of the imperial Mediolanum branch mint in the West and the 
imperial Cyzicus branch mint in the East with the imperial mint at Rome. A similar approach 
                                                 
44 Peachin 1986, 104. 
45 See Hopkins 1980 for integrated economy model and Duncan-Jones 1990, 30-47 for a localised model. Cf. also 
Howgego 1994 for issues with both models. 




was first attempted by Tyler in 1975, albeit to conclude the opposite.47 In his monograph, Tyler 
compared the two hundred-seventy-six coins of the Riby hoard with the two hundred-sixty-six 
coins of the Gibraltar hoard. By comparing these two hoards, Tyler was able to reflect on the 
imperial monetary policies from the joint reign of Valerian and Gallienus until the middle of 
Gallienus’ sole reign in 265 CE. Tyler suggested that the coins of both hoards were minted at 
the imperial mint at Rome, with the coins of the Gibraltar hoard being sent by the imperial mint 
to circulate in the East, whilst the coins of the Riby hoard were intended to circulate in the 
West. Through comparing the weight and silver content of the antoniniani of the two hoards, 
which were analysed through x-ray fluorescence spectroscopy and cupellation,48 Tyler 
concluded, “that at intervals from the beginning of Gallienus’ reign until AD 265 the imperial 
administration detailed the Rome mint to strike two qualities of antoniniani at a very close 
interval: a heavier coinage with a higher silver content for transmission to the East and a lighter, 
more debased series for the West.”49 Tyler believed that the increase of military expenditure 
demanded by the political and military circumstances of the third century, drove the imperial 
administration to debase the antoniniani intended for circulation in the West.50 Tyler found 
that the coins of the Riby hoard weighed less and contained less silver than those assumed to 
have been sent to circulate in the East from the Gibraltar hoard. Tyler postulated that this was 
because the East was both a more valuable source of taxation to the emperor than the West and 
                                                 
47 Tyler 1975, 1-26. 
48 Tyler 1975, 7. 
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of the inflationary pressure of a vastly increased imperial expenditure on the main medium of exchange within 
the empire.” (Tyler 1975, 4). 




were more likely to examine the coins closely and therefore reject greatly debased 
antoniniani.51  
 
Tyler’s monograph was met with great scepticism and his idea was rejected by Burnett, Cope, 
Crawford, and Metcalf – all key figures in the field.52 The reviewers took particular issue with 
Tyler’s hypothesis that the Gibraltar hoard, although found in Spain, was comprised of coins 
minted in Rome and sent to the East. This hypothesis dismissed the importance of eastern mints 
entirely.53 It was this distinction that Tyler’s thesis relied upon, and on this basis, his results 
were rejected. Burnett also disagreed with the conclusions drawn by Tyler as a result of his 
analyses due to the more recent analyses done by Walker in The Metrology of the Roman Silver 
Coinage, published in three volumes between 1976-1978 (after Tyler published his 
monograph).54 In his work, Walker set out to analyse and chart the difference in silver content 
in Roman silver coins, from the reign of Augustus to the reign of Diocletian using x-ray 
fluorescence spectrometry.55 Although ground-breaking at the time, Walker’s analyses have 
since proven to be inaccurate due to x-ray fluorescence spectrometry’s inability to penetrate 
the surface enrichment layer common in Roman silver coinage. X-ray fluorescence is reliable 
when dealing with coinage that contains more than 90 per cent silver. However, the silver 
content of the antoniniani in the period discussed in this study falls drastically below this 
figure. 
 
                                                 
51 Tyler 1975, 1-2. This also suggests that the imperial coinage was solely intended for use by merchants rather 
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 Recent metallurgical analyses of Roman coins have demonstrated that as the coins were 
increasingly debased their surfaces were artificially enriched in an attempt to deceive the user 
of the coin. Because of this, the enrichment layer is thicker than what x-ray fluorescence is able 
to penetrate.56 To overcome this shortcoming of earlier studies, the present study will draw on 
the analyses done by King and Northover of the antoniniani from the Ashmolean Museum and 
British Museum collections. King and Northover analysed seven hundred-eighty-seven 
antoniniani from these collections, ranging from those minted in the joint reign, to those minted 
in the reign of Aurelian. The antoniniani minted in both the Gallic Empire and the Palmyrene 
Empire were also analysed. King and Northover subjected these coins to Electron Microprobe 
Analyses (EPMA).57 By using the non-destructive EPMA method rather than x-ray 
fluorescence, favoured by earlier scholars, King and Northover were able to penetrate deeper 




The assassination of Severus Alexander in 235 CE and the accession of the soldier Maximinus 
undoubtedly initiated a period of crisis in the Roman Empire. From this time the Empire 
underwent a series of major changes. However, it was not until 260 CE that the most significant 
physical change can be observed. In 260 CE the Roman emperor Valerian was captured by the 
enemy – the first time this had happened in Roman history.59 This pushed the Roman Empire 
                                                 
56 When the silver and copper alloy of a coin is heated, the copper in the coin oxidises and thus turns black. This 
blackened layer left on the coin blank was cleaned off by dipping it in an acidic solution, thus leaching the copper 
from the surface layer and leaving a silver-enriched layer. For full discussion refer to Butcher, Ponting, and 
Chandler 1997, 21-26. Repeated in Butcher 2004, 196-198; Ponting 2009. Tyler also used X-ray fluorescence 
spectrometry and highlighted the issues regarding this method (Tyler 1975, 9-10). 
57 Cope et al. 1997, 69. 
58 Cope et al. 1997, 70. In his work, Tyler admitted that “no clear references survive and sufficient reliable analyses 
of antoniniani have yet to be published to enable historians to plot the alloy standards of the different imperial 
mints.” (Tyler 1975, 3). The work of King and Northover are the best study of its kind for the period of 260-275 
CE.  




– which had already been challenged by increased political volatility and ongoing military 
conflicts – to the breaking point. Valerian’s capture created the environment that allowed the 
Palmyrenes in the East and the Gallic Empire in the West to form their own ‘breakaway’ 
empires.  
 
The tenure of these two breakaway empires determines the time limits of this study, as this was 
the period of greatest instability and physical change in the Roman Empire in the third century. 
Consequently, the beginning of this study lies with the capture of Valerian and the rise of the 
power of the Palmyrenes and Gallic Empire in 260 CE. The terminus of this study stretches to 





In order to demonstrate that there was a uniform rate of debasement in the antoniniani across 
the Roman Empire in 260-275 CE, this study will examine the weight and silver content of the 
antoniniani minted at the main imperial mint at Rome, the imperial branch mint at Cyzicus, 
and the imperial branch mint at Mediolanum between 260-275 CE. The Cyzicus and 
Mediolanum branch mints have been selected for this study due to their proximity to the 
Palmyrene Empire and the Gallic Empire, respectively. It is important to take the Palmyrene 
and Gallic Empires into account, as it will be argued that their presence had the potential to 
necessitate an increase in military expenditure, due to their military and thus existential threat 
to the Roman Empire. The increased military threat, then, likely spurred the continual 




imperial branch mints into account nor considered the effects the Gallic and Palmyrene 
Empires might have had on Roman monetary policy.  
 
The antoninianus is examined in this study as it was the dominant coin in the Roman Empire 
in 260-275 CE, as well as the dominant coin minted at the Antioch mint of the Palmyrene 
Empire and at both of the mints of the Gallic Empire.60 As antoniniani were minted in the 
Central Empire (as what remained of the traditional Roman Empire will henceforth be termed 
in this study), the Palmyrene Empire, and the Gallic Empire, the rates of debasement in all 
three Empires can be compared with each other. This has been done through comparing the 
weight and the silver content of the antoniniani from the breakaway empires’ mints with the 
antoniniani of their nearest imperial mints (Cyzicus and Mediolanum) and the main imperial 
mint at Rome. If Tyler was correct in his conclusion that Rome minted at two different 
standards, then one might expect the imperial branch mints at Cyzicus and Mediolanum to have 
issued antoniniani at different standards, as they would have been reacting to the differing 
demands of coin due to their differing military efforts against the breakaway empires. 
Similarly, an examination of the antoniniani of the breakaway empires should help to 
understand how the Palmyrenes and the Gallic Empire reacted to changes in weight and silver 
content from the imperial branch mints.  
 
These comparisons are broken down into three case studies. The first compares the antoniniani 
of Postumus of the Gallic Empire with those of the Mediolanum imperial branch mint (Chapter 
I). The second case study compares the antoniniani of the Palmyrene Empire with those of the 
Cyzicus imperial branch mint (Chapter II). The third case study compares the antoniniani of 
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the Tetrici, the last of the emperors of the Gallic Empire, with the antoniniani of the 
Mediolanum imperial branch mint (Chapter III).  
 
Whilst numismatic evidence and metallurgy are central to this study, they must be supported 
by evidence from ancient literary sources to provide historical perspective and context. In each 
case study, care has been taken to place the numismatic evidence in its historical context. The 
principal ancient sources for the events discussed in this study are Aurelius Victor, Eutropius, 
the Historia Augusta (specifically the books on Gallienus, Claudius II (Gothicus), Aurelian, 
and the ‘Thirty Pretenders’), and Zosimus, although other minor works have been cited 
throughout. As with any ancient literary evidence, each of these works must be treated with 
caution. Aurelius Victor, writing around 360 CE,61 and Eutropius, writing slightly later in 369 
CE,62 both primarily relied on the earlier (and now lost) account generally referred to as the 
Kaisergeschichte.63 Similarly, Zosimus, writing in the fifth century, drew on Dexippus, another 
lost account.64 These were therefore not primary accounts and were subject to their own biases. 
The fourth of the major literary sources for this period is the late fourth century Historia 
Augusta, a compilation of biographies from Caracalla to Carus, Carinus, and Numerian. 
Although the Historia Augusta is the largest of the four ancient sources, it is also the most 
unreliable. The writer of the Historia Augusta for the period covering 260-275 CE was likely 
drawing on the Kaisergeschichte and Dexippus. However, unlike Aurelius Victor, Eutropius, 
and Zosimus, the Historia Augusta uses the information provided by the Kaisergeschichte and 
Dexippus and embellishes it to suit its biographic genre.65 Due to the biographic nature of the 
Historia Augusta, the author either enhances or diminishes certain events in order to aid in his 
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characterisation of the subject of the biography, thus differing from the ‘histories’ of the other 
major accounts. Information from the Historia Augusta must be treated with extreme caution 
and must only be relied upon when supported by evidence from one (or more) of the other three 
literary sources outlined. Accordingly, this study will rely on these four literary sources, used 
in conjunction with each other, in order to establish the context of the numismatic and 










1. Background to the Gallic Empire 
 
The factors of the ‘third century crisis’ have been widely discussed in recent scholarship owing 
to the general confusion of the third century and the minimal ancient literary evidence for the 
period (as compared to earlier periods of Roman history). What cannot be disputed, however, 
is that after the assassination of  Severus Alexander in 235, CE there was a period of turmoil 
within the Roman Empire.66 This period was one marked with a high turn-over of emperors – 
and usurpers – and frequent attacks on the borders of the Empire by various barbarian groups. 
The instability caused by both the political volatility and the ongoing military conflicts left the 
Empire defensively weakened and the emperors’ attention constantly pulled in many directions 
simultaneously. The situation was no doubt exacerbated by the size of the Empire. The 
increasing military and economic issues of the Empire meant that emperors were progressively 
less able to address problems on the outer reaches of the Empire, which were the very parts of 
the Empire that needed their direct attention.67 This allowed groups outside of the Empire the 
opportunity to threaten the Roman Empire more vigorously, and perhaps more crucially, 
enabled existing groups within the borders of the Empire to break-away and establish their own 
independent rule away from the imperial rule of Rome. 
 
One such group has become known as the Gallic Empire, situated in the north-western 
provinces of the Roman Empire. The Gallic Empire continued to mint antoniniani after 
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breaking from the Central Empire. Consequently, through examining the weight and silver 
content of Gallic antoniniani, connections can be made with the weight and silver content of 
the antoniniani from the imperial mint at Mediolanum. To be able to achieve this the 
background of the Gallic Empire must be considered. The following is not an exhaustive 
discussion of the history of the Gallic Empire, but rather a summary of the ancient sources and 
the more detailed work of Drinkwater,68 intended to provide background and context for the 
analysis of the coins.  
 
Although the effects of the third century crisis were felt throughout the entire Roman Empire, 
they were most keenly felt on the northern and eastern frontiers.69 This was due to the increased 
number of attacks on the borders of the Empire by various barbarian groups and the subsequent 
taxation implemented by the imperial government to fund an increased military presence in 
affected provinces.70 The ancient sources indicate that between 254-258 CE Gaul experienced 
several invasions by the Alamanni (Eutr., 9.8; Aur. Vict., Caes., 33), the Franks (Aur. Vict., 
Caes., 33), and the ‘Germans’ (Aur. Vict., Caes., 33).71 An increased barbarian presence in 
Gaul would have been a major concern for those living in this province and the provinces 
surrounding it. It was necessary for the emperor – Gallienus – to assuage these concerns. 
Gallienus attempted to do this, fighting five campaigns on the Rhine and styling himself as the 
Restitutor Galliarum.72 However, these measures proved to be insufficient for the north-
western provinces. Perhaps the inherent political weakness of the north-western provinces was 
too deep-seated, or the size of the Empire and the stresses that it had been put under were now 
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too great to be efficiently run by one man based in Rome.73 Certainly, Gallienus was unable to 
pay the north-western provinces enough attention due to threats on the Danube and in Italy 
itself. Thus, the north-western provinces could no longer count on the imperial powers for the 
security and stability that their region needed.74 In the chaos following the capture of Valerian, 
Postumus emerged at the head of a new ‘Gallic Empire’.75 
 
Eutropius states that Postumus was a man of an extremely insignificant family (Eutr., 9.9) and, 
indeed, little is known about Postumus’ role in the Roman imperial administration or military 
prior to his break from Rome in 260 CE. Drinkwater has suggested that Postumus was the 
highly respected governor of Lower Germany who, when Gallienus left Gaul to return to Italy, 
was left in charge of maintaining the north-western frontier and defending the Rhine from 
further barbarian attacks (Zos., 1.38.2).76 Gallienus’ trust in Postumus was misplaced, as after 
he had left for Italy, Postumus led a revolt of Gallic soldiers against the Roman forces stationed 
in Cologne (Zos., 1.38.2). After the capture of the emperor Valerian in 260 CE, barbarian 
groups increased their raids across the borders into the north-western provinces.77 The cause 
of Postumus’ revolt stemmed from these barbarian invasions. Gallienus’ son, Saloninus, who 
was Caesar at the time, did not allow Postumus to distribute booty gathered from a defeated 
barbarian raiding party, who had crossed the Rhine, to his soldiers (Zonar., 12.24).78 The 
soldiers, already frustrated with the imperial powers, revoked their allegiance to Gallienus and 
Saloninus and proclaimed Postumus as emperor (Eutr., 9.9; SHA, Gall., 3; Tyr. Trig., 3.1-9; 
Aur. Vict., Caes., 33; Zos., 1.38.2).79 Postumus then besieged Saloninus in Cologne, and the 
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Caesar was surrendered to Postumus and put to death (Ps. Aur, Vict., Epit., 32; Zos., 1.38.2;).80 
Although the chronology of the Gallic Empire is at times fraught with difficulties, it is generally 
accepted by scholars that the revolt of Postumus occurred in 260 CE and that Postumus 
remained the emperor of the Gallic Empire for around ten years (Eutr., 9.9) until he was killed 
by his own men in 268 CE. 81 Postumus’ death came after he had defeated Laelianus – a usurper 
of the Gallic Empire – in Mainz, but refused to allow his soldiers to plunder the city, causing 
his soldiers to mutiny and kill him (Eutr., 9.9; Aur. Vict., Caes., 33).  
 
Upon proclaiming themselves as emperor, a typical usurper in the Roman Empire would have, 
at least eventually, marched on Rome to take total imperial control for himself. Despite the 
numerous opportunities to mount an offensive attack against Rome and claim total power, 
Postumus did not do this.82 Instead, Postumus focused on gaining control of Gaul, Spain, and 
Britain.83 Rather than becoming a ‘Roman Emperor’ in the traditional sense, it appears as 
though Postumus was solely concerned with defending the western provinces from further 
barbarian invasions. By focusing on this, Postumus was able to give the people of the Gallic 
Empire the stability and security that the imperial powers of Rome were unable to provide.84 
This suggests a separatist view of the Gallic Empire, primarily supported by Drinkwater.85 
Opposing this, Mairat, relying on the work of König, argued that Postumus (and his successors) 
had intended to eventually march on Rome but was hesitant to do so due to the weakness of 
his Gallic army. On this assumption, Mairat stressed that the Gallic Empire was not separatist 
but was ‘Roman’.86 The problem in asserting that the Gallic Empire was not a separatist state 
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lies in that none of the Gallic emperors ever did show an intention of extending their imperium 
over the entire Roman Empire past Spain. Although the support of Aureolus (which will be 
discussed in due course) suggests that this remained a possibility until the end of Postumus’ 
reign, Postumus did not seize this support in a manner suggestive of an intention to extend his 
control. Thus, on the one hand, through taking the title of Augustus, Postumus did not recognise 
that he shared his rule with the emperor of the Central Empire. On the other hand, Postumus 
followed the traditional Roman model of administration, suggesting that he viewed both his 
rule and his domain as Roman. Thus, the only conclusion that can be drawn is that Postumus 
presented his rule as geographically Gallic and culturally Roman to Rome, his own people, and 
the rest of the world.87  
 
2. Postumus Coin Types 
 
Once Postumus had been declared emperor and had imperium over the north-western 
provinces, he took on the jurisdiction of minting coins. With this power, Postumus could have 
either done away with the Roman monetary system and started his own currency to reflect his 
new empire, or he could have continued with the traditional Roman system as any other 
traditional Roman emperor would have done. The former option could only be chosen if he 
intended to make a complete break from Rome and Roman forms of administration and declare 
that the imperium galliarum was its own separate empire and that he was a non-Roman 
emperor. However, Postumus chose the latter option, continuing with the traditional Roman 
monetary system.88 This then further agrees with the notion that Postumus was presenting his 
rule as both Roman and Gallic.  
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Coins were a powerful way to disseminate Postumus’ imperial propaganda to his subjects and 
the powers of the Central Empire. As it was his prerogative to mint these coins, there can be 
no doubt that the types and legends on the coins were specifically chosen to convey Postumus’ 
imperial message.89 Because of this, no part of the coin, no matter how small or apparently 
insignificant, should be overlooked. 
 
The representative of imperial power in the north-western provinces before Postumus’ revolt 
had been Gallienus’ son, Saloninus. Saloninus minted coins at a Gallic mint,90 and these coins 
were likely in circulation at the start of Postumus’ reign. There is only one example of 
Postumus using the same type as Saloninus on an antoninianus. However, these two coins have 
enough important differences that it should not be considered that Postumus copied this type – 
these were two separate antoniniani. The antoninianus of Saloninus had on the obverse a 
radiate, draped bust facing right, with the legend SALON VALERIANVS CAES and a reverse 
type of Felicitas standing left, holding caduceus and cornucopia with the legend FELICITAS 
AVGG (RIC V I Saloninus 8). Comparatively, the similar antoninianus of Postumus had on 
the obverse a radiate, draped bust facing right, with the legend IMP C POSTVMVS P F AVG, 
and the similar reverse type of Felicitas standing left, holding caduceus and cornucopia with 
the legend FELICITAS AVG (RIC V II Postumus 58). Although these two antoniniani have 
the same reverse type of Felicitas, there are some striking differences between the two coins. 
The first is the obverse legend. The names on the two coins would have to be different, being 
minted under two different people, but the importance comes with the title given with the name 
on the legend. As Saloninus was Caesar whilst Gallienus was Augustus, the use of Caesar 
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(CAES) was necessitated on his legend. On the other hand, as Postumus had been declared 
emperor and thus had created a separate regime from Gallienus, he took the title Augustus for 
himself. Accordingly, Postumus used the title Augustus (AUG) on the obverse legend of all of 
his coins, including on the FELICITAS AVG antoninianus. Furthermore, the legend on the 
reverse was FELICITAS AVGG on Saloninus’ antoninianus, whereas it was FELICITAS 
AVG on Postumus’. The difference is slight but crucial. AUGG is used when there are two or 
more living Augusti, whereas AUG is usually used when there is only one.91 AUGG appears 
on Saloninus’ coin because, at the time of minting, Gallienus and Valerian were both still alive 
and ruling as Augusti, whereas Postumus used AUG because although Gallienus (or Claudius 
II – as this coin is undated), was alive and ruling as an Augustus concurrently, Postumus did 
not recognise him as a legitimate ruler of the provinces that he controlled and in which the coin 
was primarily intended to circulate.  
 
It was common for emperors in the third century to inherit the types of the last issue of the 
previous reign.92 That Postumus issued only one visually similar coin to the previous reign and 
that this coin has important differences is very telling. Due to the differences in the obverse 
and reverse legends on the FELICITAS AVG antoninianus, the only similar antoninianus of 
Postumus and Saloninus, it appears as if Postumus was differentiating himself both from the 
previous rule of Saloninus in the western provinces and from the contemporary imperial rule 
in the Central Empire. It should also be noted that at no point after his revolt did Postumus mint 
any coins with the bust of an emperor from the Central Empire on it, as the Palmyrenes did in 
the East (discussed in Chapter II). From his very first issue, Postumus proclaimed himself as 
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Imperator and Augustus on his coinage, leaving no doubt who was in charge of the Gallic 
breakaway Empire. 93 
 
A further example of this is one of Postumus’ antoniniani, which had on its obverse a radiate, 
draped bust facing right, with the legend IMP C POSTVMVS P F AVG, and on its reverse, the 
Rhine river reclining left, resting on an urn with the legend SALVS PROVINCIARVM (RIC 
V II Postumus 87). Postumus’ revolt began after defending the Rhine against a group of 
barbarians, and his initial power likely came from his role of protector of the Rhine. That 
Postumus in his first issue combined the image of the Rhine with the legend SALVS 
PROVINCIARVM suggests that Postumus promoted his revolt as one carried out for the 
wellbeing (salus) of the Gallic provinces.94 Issuing antoniniani with this message was a way 
to legitimise his power over the western provinces.  
 
The message of the SALVS PROVINCIARVM antoniniani agrees with the military emphasis 
of a number of Postumus’ other antoniniani. At his western mint, Gallienus minted several 
antoniniani in a series proclaiming himself as the Restitutor Galliarum. This was presumably 
minted either during or after Gallienus’ five campaigns against the various barbarian groups 
attacking Gaul (Eutr., 9.8; Aur. Vict., Caes., 33). The reverse of these antoniniani depicted the 
emperor standing right, holding a sceptre and raising a female with the legend RESTIT 
GALLIAR (RIC V I Gallienus (joint reign) 27-29), RESTITVT GALLIAR (RIC V I Gallienus 
(joint reign) 30), RESTITVTOR GALLIAR (RIC V I Gallienus (joint reign) 31-34), or 
RESTITVTOR GALLIARVM (RIC V I Gallienus (joint reign) 35). Although these were 
minted before the revolt of Postumus, they do provide a good point of comparison.  Like 
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Gallienus, Postumus minted a group of antoniniani with similar legends: REST/ RESTIT/ 
RESTITVTOR GALLIAR/ GALLIAVM (RIC V II Postumus 82). However, where Gallienus 
was depicted with only a sceptre, the reverse type of Postumus’ RESTITVTOR GALLIARVM 
antoniniani depicts Postumus standing left, sometimes with a foot on an enemy, holding a 
spear, and raising a kneeling female (Gaul), holding a cornucopia or a spear. Drinkwater 
accurately describes this as Postumus, fulfilling the same role as Gallienus, but “armed to the 
teeth”, as compared to a more passive Gallienus.95  
  
The military nature of Postumus’ coinage is reflected on a number of his other antoniniani. On 
nine separate antoniniani (as recorded in RIC) Postumus is depicted on the reverse type 
wearing military dress or holding a spear (RIC V II Postumus 52-55, 83, 290, 324, 325, 331). 
Again, on nine antoniniani Victory is portrayed (RIC V II Postumus 89-91, 287, 293-296, 298). 
Mars, the god of war is portrayed five times (RIC V II Postumus 56, 57, 93, 298, 312), and 
captives with or without Postumus are depicted three times (RIC V II Postumus 63, 94, 332). 
As Postumus minted twenty-six different military-themed antoniniani, it is clear that he was 
consciously emphasising his military might.96  
 
Although Postumus did not continue to mint the types which had been used by Saloninus, with 
his reverse types Postumus played into the long tradition of Roman imperial reverse types, used 
by previous emperors throughout the preceding centuries.97 The mint workers – specifically 
those in the upper tiers of the administrative hierarchy of the mint, as well as the die-engravers, 
would have been part of the imperial mint before Postumus’ revolt, falling under his authority 
due to their location (or came based on their political leanings). It is important to keep in mind 
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that this new regime was not a foreign group who had attacked and expanded into Roman 
territory, but a group who by its very nature was Roman. This meant that the mint 
administration, together with the mint workers, were familiar with the Roman monetary 
tradition and were operating as though it were a normal Roman imperial mint and Postumus a 
normal Roman emperor.98 These workers and those who controlled them, therefore, had neither 
a lack of technical knowledge nor were ignorant of the ideas (and thus the types) displayed on 
coinage from earlier periods, in particular from the Antonine and Severan dynasties.99 
Drinkwater has used this to argue that the understanding of Postumus’ propaganda “is hindered 
by what might be called a very high level of ‘background interference’”.100 Contrary to this, 
the connection between the previous coins of legitimate Roman emperors from stable and 
prosperous times of the early third century with the coins of Postumus demonstrates that 
Postumus intentionally created this parallel as a part of his propaganda. The Gallic coins were 
meant to appear to be Roman and operate in this tradition. This can best be seen by the 
appearance of SC on some of Postumus’ sestertii.101 It is commonly thought that SC stood for 
Senatus Consultum and denoted the authorisation by the senate for the withdrawal of metals 
from the aerarium for the use in aes coinage.102 From the reign of Augustus, SC became a 
standard abbreviation on imperial aes coins. Because the sestertii of Postumus had nothing to 
do with the Roman senate that SC appears on them at all indicates one of two things. Either the 
abbreviation SC was adopted by the Gallic senate and Gallic mints to denote the same thing as 
it did on the Roman imperial issues or (more likely), as Drinkwater suggested it was included, 
“simply because the moneyers, used to the Roman issues, felt that they ought to.”103 
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before the political catastrophe of the third century crisis. 
100 Drinkwater 1987, 159. 
101 Sestertii had stopped being issued in the Central Empire around 260 CE (Corbier 2005, 334). That Postumus 
tried to ‘revive’ the sestertius is interesting and perhaps suggestive of his dual separatist yet still ‘Roman’ 
administration. 
102 Bay 1972, 111-122. 




When it comes to discussing the minting of coins, the question of where the coins were minted 
necessarily arises. There has been much debate about the location of the Gallic mint (or indeed, 
mints), which has been neatly summarised by Drinkwater,104 and more recently discussed by 
Mairat.105 The Gallic mint must have been located within Postumus’ territory and thus must 
have been in either Gaul, Germany, Britain or Spain.106 It would follow that Postumus’ mint 
was most likely a revived mint at Lugdunum, a mint at his important cities of Cologne or Trier, 
or a combination of the three.107 There can be no doubt that during the reign of the Tetrici 
(discussed in Chapter III) there was a mint at Trier, based on recently discovered archaeological 
evidence.108 There most certainly also must have been a mint at Cologne, as is commonly 
agreed among scholars.109 Thus one must conclude that the Gallic mints were located in 
Cologne and Trier.  
 
3. Weight and Silver Content of Postumus’ Coins  
 
From the types and legends on Postumus’ antoniniani, it is clear that from the outset Postumus 
strove to define himself, his Empire, and his coinage as distinct from the Central Empire. This 
policy is also demonstrated in the weight and silver content of Postumus’ antoniniani, as 
compared to those from the imperial mints at Mediolanum and Rome. King and Northover 
analysed nineteen antoniniani from the reign of Postumus, which they identified as being 
minted at Trier, and five antoniniani, which they identified as being minted at Cologne. King 
and Northover argued that there were two mints in operation under Postumus, one – likely at 
                                                 
104 Drinkwater 1987, 132-147. 
105 Mairat 2014, 23-50. 
106 Drinkwater 1987, 135. 
107 Bland 2012, 530. 
108 A number of coins from the reign of Tetricus, a bronze ingot, and copper bars were found at Trier in 2005 
confirming the presence of a Gallic mint, See Gilles 2005, 74-75; Gricourt and Hollard 2010, 131-132; Mairat 
2014, 35-49. 




Trier – which operated throughout his reign, and one – likely at Cologne – which began minting 
later in his reign.110 Table 1 outlines the average weight and average silver content of each of 
Postumus’ issues from the Trier mint, as analysed by King and Northover.111 The silver content 
is expressed in grams (g) as well as a percentage in order to clarify the changing weights and 
silver contents of the antoniniani. 
 








Postumus Issue 1 3.95 0.76 19.13 4 
Postumus Issue 2 3.03 0.49 16.11 3 
Postumus Issue 3 3.56 0.58 16.39 4 
Postumus Issue 4 3.50 0.67 19.01 4 
Postumus Issue 5 3.96 0.59 15.00 1 
Postumus Issue 6 3.02 0.19 6.29 2 
Postumus Issue 7 2.32 0.09 3.85 1 
Average 3.33 0.48 13.68  
Table 1: Postumus Trier antoniniani 
 
Although there are differences between the weights and silver content of the coins within an 
individual issue, this was due to the minting process, which could only be controlled to a certain 
extent.112 The main components of an antoninianus were silver and copper, whose levels were 
high enough to be controlled to some degree by the mint workers. However, analyses, such as 
those of King and Northover show that there are trace elements such as lead, tin, antimony, 
bismuth, cobalt, gold, iron, nickel, and zinc present in the coins. These trace elements are due 
to impurities within the alloys used to make the coin which stems both from the alloying 
process and reactions with the ground in which they were buried. 113 These trace elements, 
therefore, could not be controlled and will not be discussed in depth in this study. Regardless, 
                                                 
110 Cope et al. 1997, 79. 
111 Cope et al. 1997, 151. 
112 Drinkwater 1987, 154. The observed weight of each coin is especially vulnerable to variability due to 
differences in the flans, wear of the coin, corrosion, and the effects of modern cleaning on the coin (Corbier 2005, 
331). 




by averaging the weight and the silver content within each issue as a whole, one can see clear 
consistencies within the individual issues, such that the general differences between issues 
become evident.114 
 
The differences between issues can be seen in the Trier issues (Table 1). When Postumus took 
control of the Trier mint after his revolt in 260 CE, his first issue at this mint had both the 
highest weight (equal with that of issue 5) of all of his Trier issues and the highest average 
silver content. The average weight of Postumus’ Trier antoniniani remained fairly consistent 
between issues 1-5, however, the average silver content fell from an average of 0.76g in issue 
1 to an average of 0.59g in issue 5. This is also noticeable as the average weight between issue 
4 and issue 5 increases whist the average silver content decreases, whereas previously increases 
and decreases in average weight and average silver content were linear. Thus, issue 5 signifies 
a marked change. Issue 6 and 7 continue the downward trend, falling from an average weight 
of 3.96g in issue 5 to 3.02g in issue 6, reaching 2.32g in Postumus’ final Trier issue. This is 
also represented in the average silver content of issues 6 and 7, with the average falling from 
0.59g in issue 5 dramatically down to 0.19g in issue 6, then even lower to 0.09g in issue 7.  
 
Postumus’ second mint, likely at Cologne (as identified by King and Northover) shows a 
similar situation. As stated by King and Northover, this mint was in operation towards the end 
of Postumus’ reign. Table 2 outlines the average weight and average silver content of both of 
Postumus’ two issues from the Cologne mint.115 Both the average weight and silver content of 
the issue 1 and 2 at Cologne are similar to those of issue 6 at the Trier mint. As the Cologne 
mint was in operation at the end of Postumus’ reign, it seems plausible that issue 6 of Trier and 
                                                 
114 Drinkwater 1987, 156. 




issues 1 and 2 of Cologne were contemporary with each other. This therefore suggests that 










Postumus Issue 1 2.84 0.17 6.05 3 
Postumus Issue 2 3.03 0.20 6.46 2 
Average 2.94 0.19 6.26  
Table 2: Postumus Cologne antoniniani 
 
At both the Trier mint and the Cologne mint, Postumus began to intentionally debase his 
antoniniani in the later stages of his reign. This debasement began with issue 5 at the Trier 
mint and increased with issues 6 and 7 at Trier and issues 1 and 2 at Cologne. It was possible 
to lessen the signs of debasement by maintaining a similar weight standard, which could be 
achieved by increasing the amount of copper within the coins while decreasing the silver 
content. However, the debasement of Trier issues 6 and 7 was not completely hidden by 
Postumus with a concurrent adjustment of the weight of the antoniniani.116 The average copper 
content of Postumus’ Trier antoniniani of issues 1-5 was between 79.21-82.21 per cent.117 This 
was increased to an average of 93.38 per cent in issues 6 and 7.118 Issues 1 and 2 of the Cologne 
mint similarly had an average copper content of 92.28 per cent.119 Although this was a 
significant increase in copper relative to the weight of the coin, it was not enough of an increase 
to mask the decrease in weight of the coins caused by the decreased amount of silver. Evidently, 
that Postumus needed to debase his antoniniani shows that he was minting more coins than 
what his silver supplies could support.120 This would mean that either (a) Postumus was 
                                                 
116 Mairat 2014, 209. 
117 Cope et al. 1997, 151. Per cent rather than grams of copper must be used here due to the drastically different 
weights of the antoniniani. 
118 Cope et al. 1997, 151. 
119 Cope et al. 1997, 152. 




minting the same number of coins as earlier in his reign but that he had less silver bullion, 
possibly due to an exhaustion of his principal silver mine,121 (b) Postumus was minting an 
increased number of antoniniani from the same amount of silver,122 or (c) Postumus was 
minting an increased number of antoniniani from a smaller amount of silver. As the ancient 
sources indicate, towards the end of Postumus’ reign the Gallic usurper Laelianus tried to take 
control of Gallic Empire. This likely necessitated an increased military expenditure, on the part 
of Postumus, which in turn necessitated an increased amount of coinage. In addition to this, 
Postumus’ principal silver mines would likely have been in Spain, which were increasingly 
exhausted throughout the third century.123 This suggests that the debasement of the antoniniani 
seen at the end of Postumus’ reign is due to both an increase of military expenditure and the 
exhaustion (or loss) of his Spanish mines (option c). 
 
i. Pre-Gallic Western Coinage 
 
Upon taking imperium over the western provinces, Postumus had to decide between 
maintaining the current weight and silver standards set by the Romans or changing these 
standards to suit his own purposes. Unfortunately, there are no analyses of the antoniniani of 
Saloninus from his Gallic mint, so one must look to slightly earlier issues. King and Northover 
only analysed two joint reign antoniniani from the fifth issue at the imperial Gaul mint, which 
had an average weight of 2.74g and had an average silver content of 0.67g.124 This issue 
                                                 
121 Drinkwater 1987, 32-33; Bland 2012, 519.  
122 Drinkwater 1987, 32-33; Bland 2012, 519. 
123 Drinkwater 1987, 27. See also Patterson 1972, 227; Edmondson 1989. After the Gallic Empire lost Spain to 
the Central Empire after the death of Postumus it appears as though Britain became the Gallic Empire’s primary 
source of silver (Drinkwater 1987, 229). 
124 Cope et al. 1997, 121. King and Northover analysed two other coins in this series, however, these were not 
antoniniani. One Divo Valeriano antoninianus was also analysed (which weighed 2.52g and contained 0.52g of 
silver) but due to the issues of dating the capture of Valerian and the closure of the Gaul mint, this study will not 
take this antoninianus into account. The joint reign Gaul issues are discussed in more detail in Chapter IV. Cf. 




contained an average of 0.09g less silver and weighed, on average 1.21g less than those 
antoniniani of Postumus’ Trier issue 1 (Table 1). As there could be a significant difference 
within one issue from a certain mint, this is not able to provide a concrete point of comparison. 
Accordingly, one must look to antoniniani from other nearby imperial mints to compare the 
antoniniani of Postumus to. 
 
The next nearest imperial mint was the newly founded mint at Mediolanum (Milan). Table 3  
outlines the average weight and average silver content of the first issue of the joint reign minted 
at the Mediolanum mint as analysed by King and Northover.125 The Mediolanum mint was 
founded around 259-260 CE to mint coins to pay Gallienus’ new field-army.126 It was likely 
this field-army that Gallienus took with him to the north-western provinces to fight his five 
campaigns against the invading barbarian groups (Eutr., 9.8; Aur. Vict., Caes., 33).127 Thus, 
the antoniniani of Table 3 would likely have been in circulation in the north-western provinces 
upon the revolt of Postumus in 260 CE. The average weight of these antoniniani was 3.23g 
and the average silver content was 0.56g. Compared with Postumus’ first issue from his Trier 
mint, the imperial Mediolanum issue is both lighter (by an average of 0.72g) and contains less 
silver (an average of 0.20g less). The average weight of the Mediolanum antoniniani is closer 
to those of issue 1 from Postumus’ Trier mint than the antoniniani from issue 5 of the joint 
reign Gaul mint. However, the average silver content is less than the silver content of both the 
antoniniani of the joint reign Gaul mint and Postumus’ issue 1 from Trier.128 
 
 
                                                 
125 Cope et al. 1997, 122. 
126 Drinkwater 1987, 145; Bland 2012, 529. 
127 Drinkwater 1987, 22. However, Drinkwater argues that the mint that coined the money for their pay was Trier.  
128 Due to the small sample analysed from ‘Gaul’ it also cannot be stated with any certainty that there was an 
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3.41 0.64 18.84 







DIANA FELIX 3.39 0.60 17.63 








3.05 0.64 20.91 








3.64 0.59 16.10 







2.99 0.42 14.00 
Average    3.23 0.56 17.91 
Table 3: Issue 1 Joint Reign Mediolanum antoniniani129 
 
Without an analysis of the last issue of Saloninus from a mint in Gaul (which would have been 
minted around the time of the revolt of Postumus), it cannot be known whether Saloninus 
maintained the imperial standard from Mediolanum or that of the joint reign Gaul mint. 
Accordingly, it therefore also cannot be known whether Postumus inherited a weight and silver 
standard that had been raised by Saloninus, or whether he increased it himself.130  
                                                 
129 King and Northover analysed another coin in this series, however, this was not an antoninianus. 




However, as was seen with Postumus’ coinage during Laelianus’ revolt, times of increased 
military expenditure tended to necessitate some sort of debasement of the coinage, rather than 
an increase in silver content. This was due to the emperor needing more physical coins to pay 
his army. From this, it is more likely that Saloninus debased his last issue in the face of 
Postumus’ revolt, rather than increase the standards demonstrated by the joint reign imperial 
Mediolanum antoniniani (Table 3). By extension, Postumus most likely raised the standard 
himself, thereby setting himself apart from the previous regime while still producing the same 
denomination of currency. 
 
ii. Contemporary Mediolanum Coinage of Gallienus 
 
After Postumus’ revolt in 260 CE, the new Gallic Empire and its economy did not exist in a 
vacuum. The imperial branch mint at Mediolanum would have been supplying the imperial 
provinces that the Gallic Empire was trading with, with antoniniani, and thus the antoniniani 
from the imperial mint at Mediolanum likely made their way across the border into the Gallic 
Empire. Thus, the antoniniani from the imperial mint at Mediolanum may have had an 
influence on the economic policies – and subsequent mint output – of the Gallic Empire. The 
antoniniani of the imperial Mediolanum mint must be examined in comparison with those of 
Postumus. 
 
RIC has divided the coinage of Gallienus between issues from the joint reign and issues of the 
sole reign. Table 4 outlines the average weight and average silver content of each of Gallienus’ 
sole reign issues from the imperial Mediolanum mint, as analysed by King and Northover.131 
Gallienus’ issue 1 has a lower average weight and average silver content than his issue 2, 
                                                 




suggesting that his first issue was minted hastily. The timing of Gallienus’ sole reign – and thus 










Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 1 2.84 0.51 18.13 4 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 2 3.45 0.66 19.15 4 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 3 3.41 0.46 13.60 11 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 4 3.26 0.29 9.00 5 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 5 3.02 0.24 8.10 10 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 6 2.44 0.23 9.39 3 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 7 3.03 0.28 9.41 5 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 8 2.68 0.19 6.95 5 
Average 3.02 0.38 11.72  
Table 4: Gallienus Sole Reign Mediolanum antoniniani 
 
From the ancient sources it is clear that the revolt of Postumus occurred after the capture of 
Valerian in 260 CE. However, the dating of this capture is problematic as depending on which 
ancient literary tradition followed, Valerian’s capture occurred in either 259 or 260 CE.132 The 
matter is further complicated as no explicit timing of the delay between the capture of Valerian 
and the revolt of Postumus is given by the ancient writers. This means that Postumus could 
have revolted anywhere from a few weeks to a year after the capture of Valerian (SHA, Gall., 
9; Aur. Vict., Caes., 33; Zos., 1.38). What is clear, however, is that Postumus’ revolt and the 
subsequent death of Saloninus took place in 260 CE. As Gallienus initially shared his rule with 
Valerian and Saloninus (thus it is called the joint reign), it is with both of their deaths in 260 
CE that his sole reign began. Because Gallienus’ sole reign followed the revolt of Postumus, it 
is likely that Postumus’ Trier issue 1 (Table 1) slightly predates Gallienus’ Mediolanum issue 
1 (Table 4). The average silver content from the last joint reign issue at the imperial 
Mediolanum mint to the first sole reign issue of Gallienus remained similar, however, the 
                                                 




average weight dropped from 3.23g to 2.84g, a 0.39g difference. That the weight changed 
between the two issues suggests that Gallienus’ sole reign Mediolanum issue 1 was likely an 
emergency and reactionary issue to Postumus’ revolt. Little can be made of the comparison 
between issue 1 from Mediolanum and issue 1 from Trier as Gallienus was likely continuing 
to use the silver standard set in the joint reign in his first issue, thereby accounting for the 
increase in average weight and average silver in issue 2. 
 
By comparing the rest of the Trier issues and the contemporary Mediolanum issues from 
Gallienus’ sole reign the disparity between the two mints becomes immediately obvious. 
Throughout his reign, Postumus’ antoniniani from his Trier mint maintained a similar average 
weight of 3.33g (or 3.60g if the debased issue 6 and issue 7 are excluded) and a similar average 
silver content of 0.48g (or 0.62g without issue 6 and 7). After Gallienus’ issue 2 at Mediolanum 
his antoniniani began to be debased with each subsequent issue, falling well below the weight 
and silver content of Postumus’ coinage. As Gallienus was the legitimate emperor as 
recognised by Rome, there was no imperative to copy the standards set by the Gallic mints. 
Instead, the weight and silver content of his coins were set by Gallienus’ own policies and 
expenditure. To be able to maintain secure trade links with the Central Empire, as the newly 
proclaimed emperor of a breakaway empire, Postumus would have had to have aligned either 
the weight or the silver content (or both) of his antoniniani to the imperial antoniniani, to make 
the coins appear to be equal in value. Postumus did not do this.  
 
As Postumus did not align the weight and silver content of his antoniniani to those from the 
imperial Mediolanum mint, one might expect the Gallic Empire to issue debased coins due to 
increased expenditure. Postumus also did not do this, likely due to the stability of his reign. 




issued throughout the sole reign of Gallienus. As Gallienus began to rapidly debase his 
Mediolanum antoniniani, Postumus’ antoniniani remained on the same weight and silver 
standard until issue 5.133 Postumus was able to mint antoniniani on a different weight and silver 
standard to the contemporary imperial issues from the Mediolanum mint as he had proclaimed 
himself as emperor – he did not need to pretend to be operating under Gallienus’ rule. By 
minting antoniniani with his own bust and name on them on a different (and indeed, ‘better’) 
standard to the imperial antoniniani with Gallienus’ bust and name on them, Postumus was 
differentiating both himself and the provinces he controlled from Gallienus and the Central 
Empire. This differentiation seemed to work as the majority of Postumus’ coins have been 
found within the provinces he controlled, with only a small number being found within the 
borders of the Central Empire. 134 By minting antoniniani of a higher weight and higher silver 
content Postumus ensured that his coins were more valuable than the Central Empire 
antoniniani.  This likely made the Gallic antoniniani more useful within the commercial sphere 
of the Gallic Empire and made the Gallic antoniniani the preferred coin of those receiving 
imperial payments (notably the army) from the Gallic Empire. The differentiation suggests that 
Postumus’ coins mainly circulated in the Gallic Empire but were still (unofficially) accepted 
in the Central Empire (perhaps on an exchange rate such as is seen in Egypt).135 
 
By Postumus’ final Trier issue – issue 7 – the average weight of his antoniniani had fallen to 
2.32g and the average silver content had fallen to 0.09g, which was necessitated by increased 
military expenditure in reaction to the usurpation of Laelianus in 268 CE. However, the 
preceding issue – issue 6 – had the exact same silver content (0.19g) as the final issue of 
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Gallienus from the Mediolanum mint. This cannot be a coincidence, Postumus was clearly 
realigning the twin currencies due to either economic or political problems (or both) within the 
Gallic Empire, and needed to acquire more coin in which to pay his soldiers. The Gallic 
antoniniani could not feasibly be debased any further to allow the mint to produce a greater 
amount of coins, which would still be accepted by the soldiers without causing them to revolt. 
By aligning the Gallic antoniniani with the Central antoniniani Postumus had access to more 
physical coin.136 This issue must have been minted prior to the death of Gallienus in 268 CE.  
 
The end of the reign of Gallienus in the Central Empire was brought about by his cavalry 
commander Aureolus in 268 CE.137 Aureolus, who had previously conspired against Gallienus 
(SHA, Tyr. Trig., 11; Zos., 1.38), once more plotted against the emperor and seized imperial 
power in the western provinces of the Central Empire (SHA, Gall., 14; Aur. Vict., Caes., 33; 
Zos., 1:40-41). It was while besieging Aureolus at Mediolanum that Gallienus was assassinated 
– likely by his own troops (Eutr., 9.11; SHA, Gall., 14; Aur. Vict., Caes., 33; Zos., 1:40-41). 
However, Aureolus did not claim imperial power for himself, but rather named Postumus as 
the emperor.138 Instead of minting in his own name when he took Mediolanum (and thus took 
control of the Mediolanum mint), Aureolus issued several antoniniani in the name of 
Postumus. Table 5 outlines the average weight and average silver content of four of the 
antoniniani that Aureolus minted at Mediolanum in the name of Postumus, as analysed by King 
and Northover.139 These antoniniani can be differentiated from the legitimate Trier and 
Cologne antoniniani minted by Postumus on account of the higher quantities of tin found in 
the Mediolanum antoniniani (0.15 per cent average for issue 6 and 7 from Trier, 0.45 per cent 
                                                 
136 That is not to say that Postumus began to pay his soldiers with Central Empire antoniniani; such an action 
could be counterproductive in ensuring the soldiers were still willing to fight for a Gallic emperor. 
137 Drinkwater 1987, 145; Bland 2012, 529. 
138 Drinkwater 1987, 145; Bland 2012, 529. 




average for issue 1 and 2 from Cologne, and 2.85 per cent average for Aureolus Mediolanum 
issues).140 
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Average   2.35 0.12 5.11 
Table 5: Aureolus Mediolanum antoniniani 
 
The antoniniani that Aureolus minted in Postumus’ name at Mediolanum have a similar 
average weight and average silver content to issue 7 from Postumus’ Trier Mint. The 
antoniniani of Postumus’ Trier issue 7 have an average weight of 2.32g, as compared to 
Aureolus’ average weight of 2.35g and an average silver content of 0.09g, as compared to 
Aureolus’ average silver content of 0.12g (Table 1). This is also close to issue 1 at Postumus’ 
Cologne mint, which had an average weight of 2.84g and an average silver content of 0.17g 
(Table 2). As Aureolus issued antoniniani in the name of Postumus on the same weight and 
silver standard as Postumus’ contemporary antoniniani, the political and economic importance 
of weight and silver standards once more becomes evident. Regardless, Aureolus’ actions were 
in vain, as Postumus did not capitalise on Aureolus’ support and even then, did not make a bid 
to take control of Rome.141 
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Gallienus’ final issue at Mediolanum would have been minted before Aureolus seized imperial 
power in Milan, which must, in turn, have been before the revolt of Laelianus. It is well 
documented that Gallienus was killed besieging Aureolus in 268 CE, thus the siege must have 
been early in 268 CE to precede the revolt of Laelianus, which also occurred in 268 CE. It 
follows that the final Mediolanum issue of Gallienus must have been before this, perhaps late 
in 267 CE or early 268 CE. Accordingly, as Postumus was copying this issue to bring his 
currency in line with the nearby imperial issues, it is clear that Postumus’ reign had become 
tumultuous at least half a year before Laelianus tried to revolt.  
 
4. Comparison with Rome 
 
The Mediolanum mint was not the only imperial mint in operation at the time of Postumus’ 
reign in the north-western provinces, but rather only a branch mint of the main imperial mint 
in Rome. This necessitates one look at the relationship between the issues from Postumus’ 
mints and the issues from Gallienus’ Mediolanum mint with the issues of Gallienus from the 
imperial Rome mint. Table 6 outlines the average weight and average silver content of each of 
the six issues of antoniniani from the sole reign of Gallienus minted at the imperial Rome mint, 






                                                 













Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 1 2.93 0.25 8.39 4 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 2 3.33 0.39 11.61 18 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 2/3 3.11 0.23 7.46 7 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 3 3.36 0.34 10.00 15 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 4 3.47 0.32 9.08 45 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 5 3.63 0.23 6.20 3 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 6 3.49 0.08 2.39 4 
Average 3.33 0.26 7.88  
Table 6: Gallienus Sole Reign Rome antoniniani 
 
The antoniniani from Postumus’ Trier mint contain more silver than do the antoniniani from 
the imperial Rome mint, as was the case with Gallienus’ antoniniani from the imperial 
Mediolanum mint. The average silver content of Postumus’ seven Trier issues was 0.48g 
(Table 1) compared to the average of 0.26g of the imperial Rome mint. However, where the 
Mediolanum antoniniani weighed less, on average, than the Trier issues of Postumus, the Rome 
issues weigh the same, weighing an average of 3.33g. This is likely a coincidence, as this is the 
average of all of the issues; at no time do individual issues from either mint equate to each 
other. Therefore, the disparity between the issues of Postumus and the issues from the imperial 
Rome mint suggests that neither the imperial mint at Rome nor Postumus’ Trier mint took heed 
of the weight and silver content of the other.143  
 
It should be noted that there was a large range of silver content within each issue at the imperial 
Rome mint, which confuses the average of each issue, as given in Table 6. Issue 1 has a range 
of 0.22-0.26g (a range of 0.04g), issue 2: 0.09-0.92 (a range of 0.83g), issue 2/3: 0.09-0.50 (a 
range of 0.41g), issue 3: 0.01-0.58 (a range of 0.57g), issue 4: 0.02-0.57 (a range of 0.55g), 
issue 5: 0.11-0.57 (a range of 0.46g), and issue 6: 0.06-0.14 (a range of 0.08g). It has been 
acknowledged for some time by scholars that from issue 3 there are metallic discrepancies 
                                                 




within individual issues at the imperial Rome mint during the sole reign of Gallienus.144 Besly 
and Bland, in their discussion of the Cunetio hoard, divided the coins minted at Rome during 
the sole reign of Gallienus into two groups, those of ‘poor fabric’ and those of ‘good fabric’.145 
These metallic discrepancies could be due to a number of reasons. The first possible 
explanation was suggested by Cope who, noticing the varying lead and tin alloys, proposed 
that this was an example of “Roman minting experiments” that aimed to find a way to substitute 
base metals for silver while masking the discolouration of the coin.146 Besly and Bland 
suggested these fabric discrepancies may be due to variations of preservation of the coins, poor 
striking, intentional disorganisation of the mint, or fraud by the mint workers.147 One further 
reason may be that the imperial Rome mint was minting on two different silver standards. In a 
discussion of their analyses, King and Northover divide their results into two groups: the 
antoniniani with a silver content above 7.5 per cent (Besly and Bland’s ‘good fabric’ group) 
and the antoniniani with a silver content below 7.5 per cent (‘bad fabric’ group). By separating 
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Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 1 2.56 0.25 9.58 2 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 2 3.50 0.49 13.95 13 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 2/3 3.37 0.45 13.34 2 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 3 3.39 0.39 11.63 10 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 4 3.42 0.41 12.06 27 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 5 5.05 0.57 11.26 1 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 6 - - - 0 
Average 3.55 0.43 11.97  










Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 1 3.32 0.24 7.20 2 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 2 2.91 0.16 5.50 5 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 2/3 3.01 0.15 5.10 5 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 3 3.31 0.14 4.33 5 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 4 2.89 0.11 3.67 18 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 5 2.96 0.11 3.67 2 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 6 3.49 0.08 2.39 4 
Average 3.13 0.14 4.55  
Table 8: Gallienus Sole Reign Rome antoniniani - silver content below 7.5 per cent 
 
For the antoniniani of ‘good fabric’ (Table 7) the ranges in silver content are: issue 1: 0.22-
0.26 (a range of 0.04g), issue 2: 0.32-0.92 (a range of 0.60g), issue 2/3: 0.39-0.50 (a range of 
0.11g), issue 3: 0.22-0.58 (a range of 0.36g), issue 4: . 0.21-0.57 (a range of 0.36g), issue 5: 
one antoninianus in this group, and issue 6 had no antoniniani in this group. Similarly, for the 
antoniniani of ‘poor fabric’ (Table 8) the ranges in silver content are: issue 1: 0.24 (no 
difference), issue 2: 0.09-0.21 (a range of 0.12g),  issue 2/3: 0.09-0.20 (a range of 0.11g), issue 
3: 0.01-0.23 (a range of 0.22g),148 issue 4: 0.02-0.16 (a range of 0.14g), issue 5: 0.11 (no 
difference), and issue 6: 0.06-0.14 (a difference of 0.08g).  
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In his monograph, Tyler noticed a similar pattern by comparing the antoniniani of the Gibraltar 
and Riby hoards and concluded that the imperial Rome mint was minting at two standards.149 
Tyler contended that some of the antoniniani minted at the imperial Rome mint were intended 
to circulate in the East. This theory was firmly rejected by Burnett, Cope, Crawford, and 
Metcalf.150 However, the new evidence of King and Northover’s analyses lends new weight to 
this theory. If this were the case, then the group of ‘better fabric’ antoniniani shown in Table 
7 was likely intended to circulate in the East (whose coins tend to have a higher silver content), 
and the group of ‘poor fabric’ antoniniani shown in Table 8 was intended to circulate in Italy 
and those western provinces of the Central Empire not covered by the Mediolanum mint or 
other imperial branch mints. Why this might be will be discussed in Chapter IV. If this theory 
is accepted, then the Trier antoniniani of Postumus weighed on average 0.63g more than the 
antoniniani of ‘poor fabric’ that were intended for circulation in the West and contained 0.52g 
more silver. Just as Postumus’ Trier antoniniani were not intended to be of equal value as the 
sole reign antoniniani from the imperial Mediolanum mint, so too were they not intended to be 




Beginning at his revolt and breakaway from Rome in 260 CE, Postumus immediately and 
intentionally differentiated his antoniniani minted at both Trier and Cologne from the 
antoniniani minted by Gallienus during his sole reign at the nearby imperial mint at 
Mediolanum. Postumus did this by minting his antoniniani at both a higher weight and a higher 
silver content than the antoniniani of Gallienus at Mediolanum. By doing so, Postumus made 
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a decisive break from the Central Empire and asserted his claim to an independent throne – the 
Gallic Empire.  Likewise, Gallienus did not try to match the weight and silver content of the 
antoniniani minted by the Gallic emperor. Instead, the imperial antoniniani from the 
Mediolanum mint began to be rapidly debased, with the weight and silver content dropping 
significantly throughout Gallienus’ sole reign. An obvious reason for this was an increased 
military expenditure necessitated by the presence of a separate empire in former Roman 
territory. For this to be ascertained, the antoniniani from the imperial Mediolanum mint must 
be compared to those from the imperial Cyzicus mint and the imperial Rome mint. This will 






 The Palmyrene Empire 
 
1. Background to the Palmyrene Empire 
 
The Palmyrene Empire began in Palmyra, which lay at the junction of key trading routes in 
modern-day Syria. During the Roman general Germanicus’ campaign into Syria in 18-19 CE, 
Palmyra came under the control of the Empire,151 and became a Roman colonia with the ius 
italicum under Caracalla.152 Their location enabled the Palmyrenes to play a central part in 
trade in the Roman East from the first through to the third centuries CE.153 Despite its status as 
a Roman colonia and in the face of its physical location between the Roman Empire and the 
Sasanian Empire, Palmyra retained much of the independence it had enjoyed in the Early 
Empire due to its isolation and the ius italicum.154 Pliny, writing in the first century CE, states 
that Palmyra, “though placed between the two great empires of Rome and Parthia, it still 
maintains its independence; never failing, at the very first moment that a rupture between them 
is threatened, to attract the careful attention of both.” (Pliny, NH. 5.21). With their growing 
dominance of the caravan trade into the East, this situation continued into the second and third 
centuries CE. Through its autonomy Palmyra – although still formally part of the Roman 
Empire – acted as a buffer zone between the Roman and Sasanian Empires, dealing with each 
politically and commercially on its own terms.155 
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This situation was challenged between 256-260 CE when the Sasanids began to test their 
strength in the East against the otherwise occupied Romans.156 In an attempt to resolve the 
growing problem on the Eastern borders, the emperor Valerian left Rome by 256 CE to meet 
with the Sasanids, leaving his son Gallienus behind to attend to other pressing matters.157 
Valerian was unsuccessful in this attempt and by 260 CE the emperor had been captured by 
the Sasanid king, Shapur, in whose captivity he would eventually die (Zos., 1.36).158 The 
dominance of the Sasanids was problematic for Palmyra as the rise of a new imperial power 
threatened the independence that they had enjoyed for centuries.159 The leader of the 
Palmyrenes, Odenathus, attempted to exploit the situation in the East and secure the position 
of Palmyra with Shapur whilst seemingly negotiating on behalf of Rome.160 After the death of 
Valerian, Odenathus – whose offer of an alliance had been rejected by Shapur – attacked the 
returning troops of the Sasanids and drove Shapur out of Syria (SHA, Tyr. Trig., 15.3-4). 
Odenathus and this troops thus secured the East for the Romans and strengthened the 
Palmyrenes’ autonomy and control of Eastern trade routes (SHA, Tyr. Trig., 15.2-4; Zos., 
1.39).161  
 
The capture of Valerian in 260 CE allowed Odenathus and the Palmyrenes the freedom to exert 
their strength in the East. This event marked a turning point for the Roman Empire, which 
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would take until the reign of Aurelian to resolve. The year 260 CE proved decisive for both the 
Palmyrenes and the Gallic Empire, as the capture of a Roman emperor was unprecedented in 
Roman history. Valerian’s capture left Rome, and Valerian’s son Gallienus scrambling and 
enabled the Palmyrenes and Postumus to seize control of their respective areas. One of 
Valerian’s generals, Macrianus, and his two sons, Macrianus the Younger and Quietus also 
took the opportunity to proclaim themselves as emperors (SHA, Tyr. Trig., 12-14; Gall., 1-3).  
However Odenathus, once again seemingly acting on behalf of Rome and the emperor 
Gallienus, defeated Quietus, as the two Macriani had already been defeated, further asserting 
his dominance over the Roman East (SHA, Tyr. Trig., 12-14; Gall., 2-3).162 These actions earnt 
Odenathus the position of vice-regent of the East and the Roman titles corrector totius orientis 
and dux.163 Odenathus had once more secured Palmyra’s independence from overt imperial 
control by eliminating the threat in the East. He had neither rebelled against Rome nor taken 
the title Augustus for himself, but through his actions, Odenathus had established himself as an 
independent leader for the Palmyrenes against the ineffectual leadership of Rome.164 It was this 
ineffectual leadership that left the East politically unstable and with weakened defences. These 
became critical factors in the power vacuum caused by the capture and death of Valerian.165 
Odenathus’ actions should not be seen either as an explicit revolt or a war for independence.166 
Rather, it was the instability of the period, combined with the actions of Odenathus, that created 
the right conditions for the greatest period in Palmyrene history to occur.  
 
Odenathus was not to see this period through. In late 267 CE, Odenathus was killed in a family 
feud, possibly by his cousin Maeonius (SHA, Tyr. Trig., 15.5; 17.1-2; Zos., 1.39).167 The 
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Historia Augusta states that he was killed because of a conspiracy and suggests his wife, 
Zenobia, was a possible conspirator. However, the Historia Augusta is a notoriously dubious 
source and throughout its description of the life of Zenobia, it attempts to characterise her as a 
masculine power-grabber. Unfortunately, the Historia Augusta is one of the few extant sources 
discussing the life of Zenobia and the Palmyrene Empire, so while it may not be a completely 
accurate or trustworthy source it nonetheless must still be consulted, albeit with caution and 
scepticism.168 Therefore, the idea that Zenobia was involved in the death of her husband must 
be taken with a grain of salt. After Odenathus’ death Zenobia’s son Vabalathus, succeeded him. 
However, Vabalathus was very young, so Zenobia assumed power on behalf of her son to 
maintain the delicate position which Odenathus had secured for the Palmyrenes (SHA, Gall., 
13.1-3; 13.5; Tyr. Trig., 30.3; Zos., 1.39).169 Thus, Zenobia became the effective ruler of the 
Palmyrenes,170 and it was under her that Palmyra reached its greatest power. 
 
Upon his accession, Vabalathus inherited the titles of his father. As the successor of the 
Palmyrene leader, he had a legitimate claim to the Eastern titles Lord of Palmyra and King of 
Kings. However, Vabalathus also took the title corrector totius orientis, a prestigious non-
hereditary Roman military title which the emperor Gallienus had honoured his father with.171 
This may not have been an attempt by the new ruler and Zenobia to confront Rome and present 
the Palmyrenes as a rival power in the East, but rather a way of presenting Vabalathus as the 
rightful successor of the late leader to the Palmyrenes themselves.172 However, by 270 CE this 
situation had changed. Vabalathus ceased styling himself as an Eastern leader with Palmyrene 
titulature, but rather assumed the Roman titles vir clarissimus, dux Romanorum, and rex.173 
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Vabalathus and his mother were harbouring increasing imperial ambitions. This is confirmed 
by the adoption of the title Augustus, by Vabalathus, and Augusta, by Zenobia in 272 CE. The 
change in leadership of the Palmyrenes from Odenathus – who had not made any move to 
challenge the authority of Rome overtly – to Vabalathus and Zenobia – who as time progressed 
were doing just that – was not able to be overlooked by Rome any longer and at last broke the 
understanding between the two.174 
 
This was exacerbated by the Palmyrene territorial expansion. After Odenathus’ death Zenobia 
– with her Palmyrene forces – conquered Arabia, which was under the control of the Romans 
(Malalas 12.299).175 The capture of Arabia was the first act of aggression that the Palmyrenes 
showed directly toward the Romans. The Palmyrenes then began to expand further, conquering 
the Roman province of Egypt by 270 CE (SHA, Claud., 11.1; Prob., 9.5; Zos., 1.44).176 This 
policy of expansion continued rapidly throughout the surrounding area until the Palmyrenes 
ultimately conquered and controlled a majority of the territory of the Roman East.177 However, 
the Palmyrenes had neither the military might nor the manpower of the Romans. Instead, they 
had to rely on pro-Palmyrene sentiment throughout the region to maintain their position.178 
This sentiment stemmed from the effects of the political instability in the major urban centres, 
such as Alexandria and Antioch, caused by the turbulence of the third century. The people of 
this area felt that they needed to look outside of the current imperial structure of Rome to find 
the stability that they had lost in recent years. The current leadership of Rome had not provided 
this for these areas but had instead taken advantage of the East in order to focus its attention 
on the troubles occurring in the West.179 Accordingly, it was important for Zenobia to promote 
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the regime as both legitimate and stable, in order to gain the support of the people.180 She did 
this by promoting a sense of continuity in the newly gained territory through propaganda. This 
can be seen in the use of the Roman titulature adopted by Vabalathus upon his succession, 
which was used on milestones and the Palmyrene coinage. This in itself shows that the 
Palmyrenes deliberately continued the administrative structure that the Romans had 
implemented in the area.181 By doing so the new Palmyrene Empire presented itself as 
legitimate, Roman, and stable thereby giving the people what they were seeking in a leader. 
 
2. Palmyrene Coin Types 
 
Throughout their history, the Palmyrenes had relied on and were eventually strengthened by 
their control of the trade routes throughout both the Eastern Roman Empire as well as across 
the borders farther East. For the Palmyrene Empire to endure, it was necessary to maintain a 
strong trading relationship with provinces still under imperial control. This could be achieved 
by maintaining a continuity in the coinage.182 Fortunately for the Palmyrenes, their expansion 
into Roman provinces meant that the imperial mint at Antioch, in 263 CE, 183 and Alexandria, 
in 270 CE, were now under their control. Accordingly, the output of these mints was under the 
authority of Vabalathus and Zenobia from these dates. As was discussed above, the 
antoninianus was the standard silver coin minted throughout the majority of the Roman Empire 
at this time, including at the Antioch mint.184 However, the mint at Alexandria minted 
tetradrachms rather than antoniniani and operated differently to the other imperial mints. As 
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antoniniani and tetradrachms contained different amounts of silver and operated on a 
conversion rate, the Palmyrene tetradrachms do not provide a solid point of comparison with 
the imperial antoniniani for the purposes of this study. Due to this, the Alexandria mint will 
not be discussed in the present study.185 Much can be understood by comparing the antoniniani 
produced by the Antioch mint under the Palmyrenes with the antoniniani from the imperial 
mints. The Palmyrene Antioch antoniniani will therefore be compared to the antoniniani of 
the Antioch mint while it was under imperial control, as well as with the nearby imperial mint 
at Cyzicus.  The antoniniani minted by the Palmyrenes show their economic policies and the 
growing political dissonance between them and Rome through the increasing assertion of 
autonomy in the messages on the coins.186 
 
Outwardly the most conspicuous way to see the breakdown in the political relationship between 
Rome and the Palmyrenes is on the legends and types of the coins themselves. After taking 
control of the Antioch mint the Palmyrenes continued to mint antoniniani with typical Roman 
types and with the name and portrait of the current Roman emperor (initially Gallienus and 
then Claudius II). In 270 CE when the Palmyrenes advanced into Arabia and killed Trassus, 
the Roman dux (Malalas, 12.28), the Antioch mint continued minting in the name of Claudius 
II.187 That the Palmyrenes chose to continue to mint antoniniani in the name of the Roman 
emperor after killing a Roman dux is important. Trassus’ death at the hands of the Palmyrenes 
was the first overt act of aggression by the Palmyrenes towards Rome after nearly ten years in 
control in the East.188 After killing a Roman dux the Palmyrenes could no longer operate under 
the guise of fully co-operating with the Romans, as had been the policy under Odenathus. 
Continuing to mint antoniniani in the name of Claudius II suggests that the Palmyrenes were 
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not doing so, and potentially had never been doing so, to appease the Central emperor, but 
rather to not disturb the balance of trade. By maintaining an outwardly Roman appearance to 
their antoniniani the Palmyrenes could ensure that trade links between Roman provinces and 
groups outside of the Empire remained secure. Shortly after taking Arabia and just before the 
Palmyrenes’ conquered Egypt, Claudius II died of plague and Quintillus took the throne.189 
The Palmyrenes did not mint in the name of Quintillus, which cannot be due to the brevity of 
his rule, as mints under imperial control had the time to mint in his name, but rather a decision 
made by the Palmyrenes.190 
 
Following the break in minting during the reign of Quintillus, the Antioch mint resumed 
minting again in late 270 CE, around the time when the Palmyrenes conquered Egypt. This 
marked another step in Zenobia’s portrayal of the Palmyrenes’ political relationship with Rome 
and the expression of their autonomy and independence. The Antioch mint began minting 
antoniniani with Aurelian on one side and Vabalathus on the other (RIC V I Aurelian 381).191 
On this antoninianus, the side with the bust of Aurelian had the legend IMP[erator] 
AVRELIANVS AVG[ustus], and the side with Vabalathus had the legend VABALATHVS 
VCRIMDR. This was the first time Vabalathus appeared on a coin. Since Vabalathus shared 
the antoninianus with the emperor Aurelian and this coin was ostensibly still a Roman imperial 
antoninianus, it could be taken to mean that Aurelian recognised the legitimacy of Vabalathus’ 
rule in the East.192 However, this view is not correct. The issue was minted under the authority 
of Vabalathus and Zenobia, rather than Aurelian, so that Vabalathus appears on the coin at all 
should instead be seen as a direct statement of intent sent by the Palmyrenes to Rome.193 This 
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can be understood by examining the legends, types, and officina mark on this series. The 
meaning of the acronym VCRIMDR is unclear. However, most scholars agree that it stood for 
V[ir] C[larissimus] R[ex] IM[perator] D[ux] R[omanorum].194 Vabalathus had stopped short 
of giving himself the title Augustus on this antoninianus and instead acknowledged only 
Aurelian as the holder of this title. One way that this could be viewed is that it indicates an 
intention by Zenobia of a joint rule with Aurelian,195 although this is unlikely. Instead, this 
should be viewed as an attempt by the Palmyrenes to promote the idea that the area was 
politically stable and thus ensure that the Palmyrenes were viewed positively locally as well as 
to promote continued trade between Palmyra and the Central Empire. That Zenobia was not 
wholly showing Aurelian to be in charge of the region is also shown by this coin. The officina 
letter, which was usually placed on the reverse of Roman coinage, was placed under the bust 
of Aurelian on this coin.196 This would signify that the bust of Aurelian is on the reverse of the 
coin and the bust of Vabalathus was on the obverse (the side which usually depicted the bust 
of the senior Roman emperor), thereby demoting Aurelian to a lower status than Vabalathus 
and insinuating that the Palmyrene leader was the true Augustus, despite not being given the 
title on the coin.197 This was a very subtle show of defiance by the Palmyrenes as on this 
antoninianus Aurelian was both radiate and had the title Augustus, implying his seniority, 
whereas Vabalathus was only laureate. Unless one noticed the officina mark and realised its 
significance, it would appear that the bust of Aurelian was on the obverse of the coin.198 That 
an antoninianus with the bust of Vabalathus on it was the first issue minted after the 
Palmyrenes conquered Egypt is important. The inclusion of Vabalathus on the VCRIMDR 
antoninianus was a further step in the Palmyrenes’ growing assertion of autonomy.  
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By 272 CE the situation in Palmyra had changed once more. Aurelian had taken the throne in 
the Central Empire two years previously and had begun his campaign to be the restitutor of the 
traditional Roman Empire. Consequently, he made dealing with the Palmyrene problem a 
priority, setting out to the East to reclaim the lost Roman territories and put an end to Zenobia’s 
regime (SHA, Aurel., 22-34). It was during Aurelian’s advance that Zenobia definitively began 
to express her and Vabalathus’ overt imperial claims.199 This culminated in the mint at Antioch 
issuing a series of antoniniani with the bust of Zenobia right on crescent on the obverse with 
the legend ZENOBIA AVG[usta] (RIC V II Zenobia 1) and S[eptimia] ZENOBIA AUG[usta] 
(RIC V II Zenobia 2) as well as a series of antoniniani with a radiate and draped bust of 
Vabalathus on with obverse with the legend IM[perator] C[aesar] VHABALATHVS 
AVG[ustus] (RIC V II Vabalathus 1-8). Thus, by 272 CE Zenobia and Vabalathus had taken 
on the imperial title Augusta and Augustus respectively, marking a decisive break from Rome 
and a claim to their own Palmyrene Empire.200 The assumption of the title imperator and 
Augustus is also the final step in the creation of a definite Empire.  
 
3. Weight and Silver Content of Palmyrene Coins from the Antioch Mint 
 
Coins were not just a vehicle for propaganda but rather an integral component to a functioning 
economy. As the Palmyrene coins needed to be able to be integrated into the wider Roman 
economy, the antoniniani had to appear to be Roman through the types and legends, but also 
be backed by their economic value, which was based on their weight and silver content. The 
Palmyrenes controlled the Antioch mint from 263 CE until 272 CE,201 thus the weight and 
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silver content of all of the coins produced from this mint in this period was controlled by 
Palmyrene economic policy.  
 
The Palmyrenes took control of the Antioch mint in the sole reign of Gallienus. Mattingly has 
argued that the Antioch mint ceased minting coins in the name of Gallienus as he was unwilling 
to support Vabalathus’ use of his father’s Roman titles.202 However, recent numismatic 
evidence suggests that the Antioch mint produced several issues of antoniniani in the name of 
Gallienus and Salonina from 263 CE until the end of Gallienus’ rule, with Bland arguing that 
these antoniniani visually appeared to be imperial issues.203 Like the Claudius II Antioch 
issues, the Gallienus issues were minted by the Palmyrenes and designed to look like imperial 
issues. Table 9 outlines the average weight and average silver content of the antoniniani minted 
in the name of Gallienus at the Antioch mint, as found by King and Northover.204 These 
analyses show that average weight and average silver content stayed consistent throughout the 
first five issues from Antioch and that the average silver content, starting at 0.50g in issue 1, 










Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 1 3.55 0.50 14.21 7 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 3 3.51 0.54 15.49 9 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 4 3.82 0.50 13.13 8 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 5 3.60 0.49 13.72 7 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 6 3.81 0.44 11.61 9 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 7 3.61 0.44 12.30 3 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 8 3.95 0.46 11.64 3 
Gallienus (Sole Reign) Issue 9 3.80 0.32 8.32 2 
Average 3.71 0.46 12.55  
Table 9: Gallienus Sole Reign Antioch antoniniani 
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After the death of Gallienus, the Palmyrenes continued to mint imperial antoniniani at the 
Antioch mint in the name of Claudius II. Indeed, the entirety of Claudius’ reign falls within the 
period in which the Palmyrenes controlled the Antioch mint. Thus, all of the coins of Claudius 
II that have been identified as being minted at the Antioch mint were minted by the Palmyrenes. 
Table 10 outlines the average weight and silver content of the issues of Claudius II minted at 
the Antioch mint, as found by King and Northover.205 Their analyses show that the Palmyrene 
Claudius II antoniniani maintained a very similar silver and weight standard throughout his 










Claudius II Issue 1 3.56 0.37 10.44 11 
Claudius II Issue 2 3.80 0.38 10.12 10 
Claudius II Issue 2e 3.52 0.42 11.90 3 
Claudius II Issue 3 3.92 0.41 10.44 4 
Average 3.70 0.41 10.73  
Table 10: Claudius II Antioch antoniniani 
 
The average weight of the Palmyrene Antioch antoniniani continued to drop through to the 
VABALATHVS VCRIMDR antoniniani (RIC V I Aurelian 381). King and Northover 
analysed four of these antoniniani, which had an average weight of 3.53g and had an average 
silver content of 0.39g.206 The VCRIMDR antoniniani, therefore weighed, on average, 0.17g 
less than the Claudius II Antioch antoniniani, but contained the same amount of silver. The 
weight of the Palmyrene Antioch antoniniani continued to decline once Zenobia had given up 
the pretence of acting in accordance with Rome and showed her imperial intentions, as 
demonstrated by the Vabalathus Augustus and Zenobia Augusta issues, minted in early 272 
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CE.207 King and Northover analysed three of these antoniniani (Table 11).208 Their results 
show that the silver content dropped only slightly to 0.33g whilst the weight dropped to an 
average of 3.08g, 0.45g less than the VCRIMDR antoniniani minted two years previously. 
Bland has suggested that the antoniniani of Vabalathus Augustus and Zenobia Augusta were 
likely an emergency issue, minted during Aurelian’s advance into the Palmyrene Empire, thus 


















3.42 0.37 10.72 






2.76 0.27 9.88 
RIC V II Septimia 
Zenobia 2 
S ZENOBIA AVG IVNO 
REGINA 
3.05 0.34 11.22 
Average   3.08 0.33 10.61 
Table 11: Vabalathus and Zenobia Antioch antoniniani 
 
However, one cannot draw conclusions by looking at the Palmyrene Antioch coins in isolation. 
To be able to clearly see and thereby understand how the Palmyrenes’ economic policy 
developed as their Empire expanded, one must compare these results with their contemporary 
coins. Specifically, the pre-Palmyrene imperial antoniniani from Antioch and the antoniniani 
from the nearby imperial mint at Cyzicus, operating at the same time as the Palmyrenes 
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i. Pre-Palmyrene Antioch Coins 
 
Just as with the Gallic Empire, upon their expansion, the Palmyrenes did not conquer brand 
new territories without established cities and economies, but rather they took over Roman 
territories which were operating within the Roman economy. This meant that there were 
Roman imperial antoniniani in circulation within the newly acquired Palmyrene territory. 
Although this economy may have been operating as a local economy within the Eastern 
provinces of the Roman Empire, it appears that it was important to the Palmyrenes that it 
remained in step with other local economies within the greater Roman Empire to support inter-
province trade. Any drastic change in weight and silver content of the coinage would threaten 
the stability of the region and the ability to maintain stable trade links with the Central Empire. 
It was therefore within the Palmyrenes’ best interest to maintain the weight and silver standards 
already in place when they took over the Antioch mint in 263 CE. This would allow the new 
Palmyrene Antioch issues to continue to circulate within the wider Roman economy.  
 
The Palmyrenes took control of the Antioch mint three years after the capture of Valerian. 
After Valerian had been captured, Macrianus and Quietus had attempted to jointly usurp 
Gallienus and proclaim themselves as emperor. While doing so, the two usurpers minted one 
issue of antoniniani at the Antioch mint before they were defeated by Odenathus. As it was 
Odenathus and his Palmyrene troops that defeated Quietus, it is likely that these coins were 
quickly taken out of circulation and therefore will not be discussed as they do not provide a 
useful point of comparison for this study.210 For the present purposes, it can be considered that 
the last Roman issues minted at the Antioch mint were the antoniniani minted during the joint 
reign of Valerian, Gallienus, and Saloninus and the issues from the beginning of the sole reign 
                                                 




of Gallienus. Table 12 outlines the average weight and average silver content of the six issues 










Joint Reign Issue 1 3.44 0.51 14.77 2 
Joint Reign Issue 2 3.20 0.45 13.96 2 
Joint Reign Issue 3 3.60 0.63 17.41 8 
Joint Reign Issue 4 3.43 0.63 18.39 5 
Joint Reign Issue 5 3.68 0.58 15.66 9 
Joint Reign Issue 6 3.59 0.51 14.09 11 
Average 3.49 0.55 15.71  
Table 12: Joint Reign Antioch antoniniani 
 
The last of the joint reign Antioch issues (issue 6) is the most important of the joint reign issues 
in this instance. These antoniniani have an average weight of 3.59g and an average silver 
content of 0.51g. This is remarkably similar to the standard of the first issue of antoniniani in 
the sole reign of Gallienus, which had an average weight of 3.55g and an average silver content 
of 0.50g. The weight of the Gallienus sole reign antoniniani remained consistent throughout 
the majority of his reign, both before and after the Palmyrenes took control of the Antioch mint, 
averaging 3.71g. It was not until the ninth (and final) issue of the antoniniani minted in the 
name of Gallienus at the Antioch mint that the change in silver content is noticeable, declining 
to an average of 0.32g. This similarity between the last joint reign issue and the Gallienus sole 
reign issues demonstrates a consistent weight and silver standard was employed at the Antioch 
mint from the end of the joint reign through to the Palmyrenes’ regime. 
 
That the Palmyrenes maintained the weight and silver standard set at the time when the mint 
was under imperial control makes it clear that the Palmyrenes deliberately tried to make their 
antoniniani appear to be equal in value to the imperial antoniniani already in circulation. It 
                                                 




appears that the Palmyrenes, under Odenathus, attempted to maintain these standards for as 
long as they could, with the silver content only noticeably dropping in issue 9 of the sole reign 
of Gallienus. It is a logical assumption that issue 9, being the last issue in the name of Gallienus 
from Antioch, was issued, if not in the last year of his nine-year rule in 268 CE, then at least in 
the year preceding it.212 This change in policy by the Palmyrenes is likely due to two reasons, 
both tying in with the dating of the issue. The first is the death of Odenathus in 267 CE and the 
accession of Vabalathus (and Zenobia); the second is the beginning of the Palmyrenes 
territorial expansion under Zenobia. However, maintaining a seemingly uniform currency was, 
at least initially, still important to Zenobia. Accordingly, as the silver content was lowered, to 
be able to keep the weight standard the same, the Palmyrenes appear to have purposefully 
increased the weight of the coins with copper. According to King and Northover’s analysis, 
the antoniniani of issue 6 of the joint reign contained an average of 2.93g of copper (81.70 per 
cent).213 Comparatively, issue 9 from the sole reign of Gallienus had an average copper content 
of 3.35g (88.21 per cent).214 It is evident that the Palmyrenes increased the amount of copper 
in their antoniniani to offset the decreased silver content and maintain the weight of the 
antoniniani. Because the Palmyrenes did this it is clear that it was the weight of the antoniniani 
that was initially more important to the Palmyrenes than the silver content. The average weight 
of issue 5 of the joint reign was 3.68g, which was maintained after the Palmyrenes took control 
of the Antioch mint, with the antoniniani of Gallienus averaging 3.71g, overall, and the 
antoniniani of Claudius II averaging 3.70g. This pattern was only broken seven years after the 
Palmyrenes took control of the Antioch mint, with the average weight of the VCRIMDR 
                                                 
212 This dating has been arrived at tentatively and is not intended to be a firm dating of Gallienus’ issues. 
213 Cope et al. 1997, 136. Other metals: 2.14 per cent lead, 1.39 per cent tin, 0.38 per cent zinc, 0.05 per cent 
nickel, 0.03 per cent iron, 0.04 per cent antimony, 0.08 per cent gold, 0.02 per cent cobalt, and 0.02 per cent 
bismuth. 
214 Cope et al. 1997, 140. Other metals: 0.89 per cent lead, 1.80 per cent tin, 0.55 per cent zinc, 0.06 per cent 





antoniniani dropping to 3.53g and then dropping again to 3.08g in the Augustus and Augusta 
issues. 
 
ii. Comparison with Postumus 
 
As breakaway empires were essentially unprecedented in the previous two and a half centuries 
of the Roman Empire, there was no set formula for what an Empire should do with their coinage 
when they broke away from Rome. Both the Gallic Empire and the Palmyrene Empire 
continued to mint antoniniani after 260 CE. However, the breakaway empires adapted their 
coinage in relation to the coinage of the Central Empire for their own reasons. Postumus, upon 
revolting and declaring himself emperor, increased the weight of his antoniniani by 0.72g and 
increased the silver content by 0.20g as compared to the analysed joint reign Mediolanum issue 
(Table 1, p. 29 and Table 3, p. 34). In comparison to this, the Palmyrenes maintained the weight 
and eventually decreased the silver content of their antoniniani from the Antioch mint. These 
differing approaches were likely because Postumus’ Gallic Empire broke away from Rome in 
a much more immediate and overt way than did the Palmyrenes. Postumus appeared on the 
antoniniani of the Gallic Empire immediately from 260 CE, with no Central emperor appearing 
on the Gallic coinage until after the Gallic Empire’s fall in 274 CE. By doing this Postumus 
was able to make a much more definite break with his coinage than the Palmyrenes were. In 
contrast, the Palmyrenes were in control of the Antioch mint some seven years before they 
began to mint antoniniani with their leaders on them, and a further two years until the Central 
emperor stopped appearing completely. Logically, the Palmyrenes took a different approach to 
the coinage as their power lay in their control of the trade routes, thus they were unwilling to 





iii. Eastern Imperial Coinage 
 
The Antioch mint was not operating in a vacuum after the Palmyrenes took control of it in 263 
CE, as there were other imperial mints still under Roman control operating nearby to the newly 
gained Palmyrene territory. Accordingly, if the Palmyrenes were to continue to mint coins in 
the name of the Roman emperor and ostensibly act as part of the Roman Empire, then the coins 
they minted at the Antioch mint needed to continue to be comparable to those of the nearest 
imperial mint to maintain stable trade. The nearest imperial mint to the Palmyrenes was the 
Cyzicus mint, located in modern-day Turkey, which was opened by Claudius II between 268-
270 CE.215 Table 13 outlines the average weight and average silver content of the three issues 










Claudius II Issue 1 3.63 0.12 3.41 6 
Claudius II Issue 2 3.79 0.11 2.98 15 
Claudius II Issue 3 3.82 0.06 1.50 8 
Average 3.75 0.10 2.63  
Table 13: Claudius II Cyzicus antoniniani 
 
Strikingly, the antoniniani from the imperial Cyzicus mint have a far lower silver content 
compared to the contemporary coins minted by the Palmyrenes at the Antioch mint (Table 10). 
The antoniniani of issue 1 from the Cyzicus mint, minted at the start of Claudius’ reign, have 
an average silver content of 0.12g which drops with each issue throughout his reign to 0.06g 
in issue 3. On the other hand, the silver content of the antoniniani from the Antioch mint 
remained constant at an average of 0.41g across all of the Claudius II issues. The accepted 
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explanation for this discrepancy is that it was aligning the weight of the antoniniani that was 
more important to the Palmyrenes than aligning the silver content, whereas the Cyzicus mint 
had the same standard of silver content as other imperial mints across the Central Empire.217 
 
Despite the different silver content, the weight of both the imperial Cyzicus antoniniani of 
Claudius II and the Palmyrene antoniniani minted in the name of Claudius II at the Antioch 
mint are on the same standard, with the Cyzicus issues averaging 3.75g and the Antioch issues 
averaging 3.70g. This suggests that either the Palmyrenes at the Antioch mint or Claudius II at 
the Cyzicus mint were intentionally adjusting the weight of their coins – but not the silver 
content – in order to create a uniform currency in the East. As the issues of the joint reign at 
Antioch (Table 12) and the Claudius II issues from Cyzicus are also on the same weight 
standard, it suggests that this is an imperial weight standard for Eastern imperial mints. 
Therefore, it can be posited that it was the Palmyrenes adjusting the weight of their coins to fit 
this imperial standard rather than the other way around.  
 
This trend did not continue into the reign of Aurelian. In 270 CE the Palmyrenes started 
minting, at first, the VABALATHVS VCRIMDR antoniniani and then the Vabalathus 
Augustus and Zenobia Augusta antoniniani. The VABALATHVS VCRIMDR antoniniani had 
an average weight of 3.53g and average silver content of  0.39g,218 and the analysed Vabalathus 
Augustus and Zenobia Augusta antoniniani had an average weight of 3.08g and average silver 
content of 0.33g (Table 11). These antoniniani were contemporary with the pre-reform coinage 
(issue 1) of Aurelian at the imperial Cyzicus mint (Table 14). A comparison with issue 1 of 
Aurelian’s Cyzicus antoniniani illustrates the clear break the Palmyrenes made from Rome at 
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the time. The VABALATHVS VCRIMDR antoniniani (at 3.53g) are clearly still minted at the 
old imperial weight standard, with a slight reduction below the old imperial weight standard to 
3.08g for the Augustus and Augusta antoniniani. However, Aurelian’s antoniniani from 
Cyzicus are well below the former imperial weight standard with an average weight of 2.83g 
and a further debased average silver content of 0.04g. Bland argues that the difference between 
the coins is so significant that it could not be accidental, but rather an intentional decision made 
by the Palmyrenes.219  
 










RIC V I 
Aurelian 327 




3.03 0.05 1.52 
RIC V I 
Aurelian 328 




3.06 0.04 1.30 
RIC V I 
Aurelian 328 




2.40 0.04 1.45 
Average   2.83 0.04 1.42 
Table 14: Issue 1 Aurelian Cyzicus antoniniani 
 
As trade continued between the Palmyrene Empire and the Central Empire, the Palmyrene 
antoniniani, which initially weighed more than the new imperial antoniniani, and the Cyzicus 
antoniniani of Aurelian would have been intermingled. Thus the differing weight standards 
and the more obvious Palmyrene types and legends made it clear that the Palmyrenes no longer 
attempted to mimic the current imperial antoniniani of Aurelian. The Palmyrenes had made a 
conspicuous public break from Rome through their coinage and propaganda, hinting at a 
changing economic policy.  
 
                                                 




4. Restitutor Orientis: The End of the Palmyrenes 
 
Nonetheless, the Palmyrene Empire was not to last. After the beginnings of an overt break from 
Rome that Zenobia made in 270 CE, Rome – now under the leadership of Aurelian – was no 
longer able to pretend as though they were still in control of the region and were forced to act. 
The Historia Augusta states that Aurelian, “having arranged for all that had to do with the 
fortifications and the general state of the city and with civil affairs as a whole, he directed his 
march against the Palmyrenes, or rather against Zenobia, who, in the name of her sons, was 
wielding the imperial power in the East” (SHA, Aurel., 22.1). This account is supported by the 
accounts of Malalas (12.300), Eutropius (9.13), and Zosimus (1.44-54).  
 
After Aurelian had reclaimed Antioch and the rest of the territory that the Palmyrenes had 
taken, he immediately reduced the silver content of the antoniniani at the Antioch mint.220 King 
and Northover analysed one of Aurelian’s antoniniani, minted at Antioch and issued after the 
defeat of the Palmyrenes.221 This analysis showed that the single antoninianus weighed an 
increased 4.27g and had a decreased silver content of 0.10g This is a drastic decrease in the 
average silver content from the 0.33g of the Palmyrene Augustus and Augusta issue. Indeed, it 
contains only one-third of the amount of silver. This makes sense when compared to the silver 
content of Aurelian’s subsequent issues from the nearby Cyzicus mint, where the single coin 
King and Northover analysed from issue 2 weighing 3.37g and containing 0.08g of silver.222 
This was just one small component of Aurelian’s efforts to unify the currency in the Roman 
Empire through his coin reform.223 
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After the Palmyrenes took control of the Antioch mint, they began to mint antoniniani that still 
bore the name and image of the emperor from the Central Empire. Although the silver content 
of these Palmyrene issues was significantly higher than the contemporary Central Empire 
antoniniani, it was the policy of the Palmyrenes to keep the weight of their antoniniani the 
same as the Central Empire’s until they put the image of Vabalathus on an antoninianus in 270 
CE. By doing this up until 270 CE the Palmyrenes were able to make their coinage appear to 
be Roman, allowing the trade links, which were vital to the survival of the Palmyrenes, to 
continue. This suggests that the imperial branch mint at Cyzicus was not affected by the 
economic policies of the Palmyrenes, indicating that the debasement of the imperial issues 






 The Tetrici and the Fall of Gaul 
 
The Gallic Empire had broken away from Rome and formed a separate regime in 260 CE when 
Postumus had been declared emperor. This was slightly after the capture of Valerian in the East 
of the Empire, and therefore concurrent with the rise of Odenathus and the beginnings of the 
Palmyrene Empire. As discussed in the previous chapter, the Palmyrenes killed the Roman dux 
Trassus in Arabia and ceased minting antoniniani with solely the emperor of the Central 
Empire on them by 270 CE. Thus, the overt break from Rome was made by the Palmyrenes in 
270 CE, slightly preceding the accession of Tetricus in 271 CE. Accordingly, the Roman 
Empire was incontestably split into three by 270 CE, with the Palmyrene Empire in the East, 
the Gallic Empire in the West, and the Central Empire in control of what remained. It is due to 
the concurrent timing of the rise and fall of the Palmyrene Empire in the East with the beginning 
of Tetricus’ reign and subsequent end of the Gallic Empire in the West that the Gallic coinage 
from the reign of Tetricus will be discussed.  
 
1.  Background to the Tetrici 
 
After the death of Postumus in 268 CE there was a chance that the Gallic Empire would fall 
apart and be subsumed back into the Central Empire; this did not occur. The death of Postumus 
was not brought about by the victorious actions of an emperor of the Central Empire, as was 
the case the end of the Gallic Empire’s twin breakaway empire – the Palmyrene Empire. 
Instead, Postumus’ death came at the hands of his soldiers. The demise of the first Gallic 
emperor was an entirely Gallic affair. That there was no involvement by Claudius II, the 




had been controlled by Postumus could not be automatically absorbed back into the Central 
Empire. Rather, due to the stability of his reign, the system that Postumus had established in 
the north-western provinces was able to be sustained after his death.224 Claudius II would have 
to make a decisive move to reclaim the north-western provinces upon the death of Postumus. 
 
Claudius II was either unwilling to make such a decisive move in the first year of his reign or 
was unable to make the decision quickly enough. The ancient sources do not specify how long 
it was between the death of Postumus and when his successor took power. Aurelius Victor uses 
the term eo occiso to transition from discussing the death of Postumus to the accession of his 
successor Marius (Aur. Vict., Caes., 33), while Eutropius uses post eum (Eutr., 9.9).225 
Regardless, this cannot have been more than a few days – hardly enough time for Claudius II 
to receive word of the death of Postumus and then organise an offensive to reclaim the 
temporarily ungoverned territory.226 Thus it was Marius, a seemingly unknown blacksmith who 
was proclaimed as the second Gallic emperor upon the death of Postumus (Aur. Vict., Caes., 
33; Eutr., 9.9). Marius’ accession solidified the endurance of the Gallic Empire and closed the 
window for the possibility of a quick reabsorption into the Central Empire by Claudius II. The 
reign of Marius was not to last long – he was killed sometime between a few days to a few 
weeks after his accession (Aur. Vict., Caes., 33; Eutr., 9.9).227 After Marius’ death Victorinus 
                                                 
224 Watson 1999, 89. Watson suggests that the reign of Postumus created a “political momentum”. 
225 Interestingly, only one of the ancient sources who discuss the accession of Marius mentioned how he came to 
become the second Gallic emperor. All Aurelius Victor has to say on the matter is that Marius regnum capit (Aur. 
Vict., Caes., 33), and Eutropius says that he purpuram accepit. Contrary to this, the Historia Augusta states that 
it was Victorinus who killed Laelanius and it was after his death that Marius was given imperial power by 
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made a mistake in the timing of the reign of Marius, as it is almost certain that Marius reigned before Victorinus. 
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226 See Drinkwater 1987, 36-37 for further discussion on why Claudius II did not act.  
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– who had been a consul and a Praetorian tribune under Postumus – became the third Gallic 
emperor, reigning for two years.228 
 
Victorinus was killed in a mutiny by his soldiers, led by one of the quartermasters in early 271 
CE, reportedly due to his attentions towards other men’s wives (Aur. Vict., Caes., 33; Eutr., 
9.9, SHA, Tyr. Trig., 6.3). According to some of the ancient sources his mother – Victoria – 
bribed the soldiers on the Rhine to support Tetricus, who was governor of Aquitania at the 
time, to fill her son’s now vacant position of emperor (Aur. Vict., Caes., 33).229 Watson has 
argued that both this story and Victoria herself are fictitious.230 It is far more likely that the 
soldiers declared Tetricus emperor on their own accord, as they had done with the three 
preceding Gallic emperors (Eutr., 9.9).231 Thus Tetricus came to power in 271 CE, a time when 
Aurelian had firm control of the Central Empire and the Palmyrenes were asserting their 
dominance in the East. The situation in the rest of the Empire was to shape the reign of Tetricus 
more than it had done in the reigns of any of the previous three Gallic emperors.  
 
It had been over a decade since Postumus had been declared emperor of the Gallic Empire and 
since the emperor who was recognised in Rome ceased to have control over the north-western 
provinces. In that time neither the Gallic Empire nor the Central Empire had made a decisive 
move to challenge the other, with the only major change in territory coming at the death of 
Postumus when Spain reverted its allegiance back to the Central Empire.232 This situation could 
not and did not continue to remain static. By the reign of Tetricus, Aurelian had become the 
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231 Cf. SHA, Tyr. Trig., 24.1; 33.1. The Historia Augusta claims that Victoria urged Tetricus to take imperial 
power himself and then Augustum appellari fecit filiumque eius Caesarem (24.1). This seems to be giving Victoria 
too much power; indeed, when Tetricus II was made Caesar in 273 CE – some three years into Tetricus I’s reign 
– Victoria could hardly have continued to exert such influence over Gallic politics.  




emperor of the Central Empire. Upon Aurelian’s accession, he had apparently resolved to 
restore the traditional Roman Empire and fix the fissures within the wider Empire. Shortly after 
his accession, he travelled to the East to deal with Zenobia and the Palmyrenes. As Aurelian 
was able to do this it is obvious that he did not view Tetricus as a threat, assuming (correctly) 
that Tetricus would not mount a campaign into Italy in his absence.233 This once more solidifies 
the idea that the Gallic emperors never intended to extend their imperium past the north-western 
provinces. In 272 CE Aurelian triumphed over Zenobia and her Palmyrene forces in Antioch, 
bringing to an end the breakaway empire in the East. That Aurelian had so absolutely dealt 
with the other breakaway empire operating at the same time as the Gallic Empire, and that he 
had not yet celebrated a triumph for this victory, would have made it clear to Tetricus that 
Aurelian had not finished with his stabilising measures and that he intended to deal with the 
Gallic Empire as he had dealt with the Palmyrenes.234 
 
Tetricus’ reign, which had been stable in the beginning, became increasingly unsettled. In 273 
CE he named his son – Tetricus II – as both his heir and Caesar. This was a stabilising measure 
designed to emphasise the longevity of Tetricus’ line (Aur. Vict., Caes., 33; Eutr., 9.9).235 By 
the beginning of 274 CE, Tetricus’ relationship with the army had worsened, as demonstrated 
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the title of Caesar to appeal to the soldier’s traditional positivity towards dynasties. Perhaps his relationship with 
the army had already begun to deteriorate at this point due to the threat of an attack by Aurelian.  




2. Tetrici Coin Types  
 
Upon his accession, Tetricus began minting at both the Trier and Cologne mints. Issue 1 from 
Trier (as identified by Mairat) consisted of three reverse types on the antoniniani.237 The first 
antoninianus had the obverse legend IMP C C P ESV TETRICVS AVG and had the reverse 
type of Victory walking left holding a wreath and a palm with the legend VICTORIA AVG 
(RIC V II Tetricus 140). Victory was a common theme on the coinage of new emperors; thus, 
this should not be read into.238 The second antoninianus had the same obverse legend but had 
Spes holding a flower and raising her robe and the legend SPES PVBLICA on the reverse (RIC 
V II Tetricus 135). The third antoninianus had the obverse legend IMP C P ESV TETRICVS 
AVG and had on the reverse Concordia standing left holding patera and cornucopia and the 
legend CONCORD[IA] (RIC V II Tetricus 61).239 These types from the first Trier issue are 
indicative of the continued theme demonstrated both in Tetricus’ later issues of antoniniani 
and his propaganda in general. Versions of the Spes Publica antoniniani were minted in all five 
of Tetricus and Tetricus II’s Trier issues (as identified by Mairat),240 and Spes is depicted on 
seven different antoniniani reverses (RIC V II Tetricus 130-136). Through this type, Tetricus 
tried to promote the message that his reign brought hope.241 This is affirmed by the fact that in 
the first three issues from Tetricus’ Trier mint some version of a Concordia antoninianus was 
minted, thus indicating that he wanted his reign to be seen as harmonious and legitimate (RIC 
V II Tetricus 61-63).242 When Tetricus named his son, Tetricus II, as Caesar in 272 CE several 
antoniniani were minted with the traditional reverse types which depicted nobilitas, hilaritas, 
                                                 
237 Mairat 2014, 182. 
238 Mairat 2014, 182. 
239 Mairat 2014, 182. The Concordia antoninianus recorded in RIC is a replacement of an earlier Concordia 
antoninianus which was mistakenly minted holding Felicitas’ short caduceus instead of the patera. Mairat noted 
three of the original caduceus Concordia antoniniani (see Mairat 2014, 725). 
240 Mairat 2014, 725-816 
241 Mairat 2014, 182.  




aeternitas and spes.243 Pax also featured heavily on the antoniniani of Tetricus II (RIC V II 
Tetricus II 247-253), once more affirming that the Tetrici were trying to promote their reign as 
peaceful and stable. 
 
There was very little influence of Aurelian’s coinage from the Central Empire reflected in the 
types on Tetricus’ antoniniani.244 One theory to explain this, posited by Mairat, was that the 
Mediolanum coinage of Aurelian was only circulating in small numbers within the Gallic 
borders,245 therefore there was either little reason for the engravers to copy these types or they 
simply did not have access to what these types were. The types of Aurelian’s coinage would 
only have been copied by the Gallic mints should Tetricus be trying to make his antoniniani 
seem as though they were equal to those of the Central Empire’s – otherwise there would be 
no need for the antoniniani to appear visually similar. There is one notable exception to this – 
the Divo Victorino antoninianus from Tetricus’ Cologne mint. The Divo Victorino 
antoninianus had on its obverse the legend DIVO VICTORINO PIO with a radiate bust and 
the legend CONSACRATIO/CONSECRATIO with an eagle on a globe on the reverse (RIC V 
II Victorinus 83, 84, 85).246 These antoniniani were a commemorative issue of the late Gallic 
emperor Victorinus and were minted alongside issue 1 from Tetricus’ Cologne mint when he 
took the Gallic throne in 271 CE, after Victorinus’ death. There can be no doubt that this coin 
was a reaction to the Divo Claudio antoniniani, which were minted at all imperially controlled 
mints across the Central Empire. Similar to the Divo Victorino antoniniani, these antoniniani 
had on the obverse the legend DIVO CLAVDIO (GOTHICO was added to the legend on the 
antoniniani from the Mediolanum mint) with either a funeral pyre (RIC V I Claudius Gothicus 
                                                 
243 Mairat 2014, 189. 
244 Mairat 2014, 196.  
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246 There were also a Divo Victorino antoniniani from issue 1 with the reverse legend PROVIDENTIA AVG with 
Providentia standing left holding an olive branch and sceptre. This type was inherited from the final issue of 




256, 267), Jupiter and Juno (RIC V I Claudius Gothicus 258), an altar (RIC V I Claudius 
Gothicus 257, 259, 260, 261, 262, 263, 264) or an eagle (RIC V I Claudius Gothicus 265, 
266).247 These Divo Claudio antoniniani were minted by either Quintillus or in the first two 
years of Aurelian’s reign (or by both) as a commemorative issue to the previous Central Empire 
emperor Claudius II.248 There can be no doubt that Tetricus’ Divo Victorino antoniniani, 
minted in 271 CE were a reaction to the huge Divo Claudio issues from the Central Empire, 
which were minted between 270-271 CE.  
 
3. Weight and Silver Content of the Tetrici antoniniani  
 
Just as was discussed in the preceding chapters, the weight and silver content of the Tetrici 
antoniniani are crucial. Unfortunately, King and Northover only analysed three of the Tetrici 
antoniniani from the Trier mint (Table 15) and four from the Cologne mint (Table 16).249 
Because of the small sample size little can be said about the silver content of these antoniniani. 
What can be tentatively drawn from their analyses is that both the Trier and Cologne mints 
under the Tetrici minted antoniniani with the same silver content as each other. As argued by 
Mairat, the Cologne mint was still in operation at the beginning of Tetricus I’s reign in 271 CE. 
Mairat then classifies the last issue of Tetricus’ Cologne antoniniani (Mairat’s issue 5 and King 
and Northover’s issue 7) as being minted in 272 CE.250 This would mean that the four Cologne 
antoniniani analysed by King and Northover were likely minted in 272 CE, making them 
concurrent with Trier issue 5. As the VIRTVS AVGG antoninianus (RIC V II Tetricus 148) is 
the only one of these antoniniani that both King and Northover and Mairat agree was part of 
                                                 
247 See Bland and Burnett 1988, 138-146. Interestingly, the Antioch mint, which was under the control of the 
Palmyrenes by this time, did not mint a Divo Claudio issue. 
248 Bland and Burnett 1988, 144; Mairat 2014, 92; 193.  
249 Cope et al. 1997, 151-152. 




Trier issue 5 (minted in 273 CE) this is the antoninianus that should be compared to the 
Cologne antoniniani. By doing this it becomes clear that the average silver content was around 
0.03g across both mints (the average of the VIRTVS AVGG antoninianus and the Cologne 
antoniniani). Observation of the analyses done by King and Northover also shows that there 
was a slight decline in silver content from Trier issue 4 (minted in 272 CE) to issue 5. With 
that being said, whether such a minute change was both intentional and noticeable is 
questionable, especially with the inconsistent weights.251 
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PAX 
AVG 








P F AVG 
SALVS 
AVGG 
4.02 0.04 1.09 




P F AVG 
VIRTVS 
AVGG 
2.46 0.03 1.04 
Average    3.19 0.04 1.33 
Table 15: Tetrici Trier antoniniani 
 



















3.20 0.03 0.94 
Issue 5 RIC V II 
Tetricus 258 





2.17 0.02 0.91 




P F AVG 
HILARITAS 
AVGG 
3.00 0.04 1.21 
Issue 6/7 RIC V II 
Tetricus 270 
C PIV ESV 
TETRICVS 
CAES 
SPES AVGG 2.94 0.03 0.96 
Average    2.83 0.03 1.01 
Table 16: Tetrici Cologne antoniniani 
                                                 




As King and Northover only analysed a small sample of antoniniani, which all came from the 
later issues, what can be observed from the silver content of the Tetrici antoniniani is limited. 
It is more prudent in this case to look at the changes in weight between the issues at both the 
Trier mint and the Cologne mint. Mairat, in his 2014 thesis, compiled a catalogue of twenty-
six thousand nine hundred and thirty-nine of the coins of the Gallic emperors.252 It is from this 
catalogue that Tables 17 and 18 derive.  
 
Issue Date Average Weight (g) 
Tetrici Issue 1 271 CE 2.50 
Tetrici Issue 2 271 CE 2.55 
Tetrici Issue 3 271 CE 2.50 
Tetrici Issue 4 272 CE 2.37 
Tetrici Issue 5 273 CE 2.83 
Tetrici Issue 6 274 CE 2.72 
Average  2.58 
Table 17: Tetrici Trier antoniniani 
 
Issue Date Average Weight (g) 
Tetrici Issue 1 271 CE 2.61 
Tetrici Issue 2 271 CE 2.46 
Tetrici Issue 3 271 CE 2.50 
Tetrici Issue 4 272 CE 2.50 
Tetrici Issue 5 272 CE 2.66 
Average  2.55 
Table 18: Tetrici Cologne antoniniani 
 
There is a significant difference between the average weights of the antoniniani by King and 
Northover (Tables 15 and 16) and those recorded by Mairat (Tables 17 and 18). As the averages 
of King and Northover come from only seven coins, the bigger sample size of Mairat should 
be consulted to determine the average weight of the Tetrici antoniniani. The first three issues 
of antoniniani from Tetricus’ Trier mint remained at a near-constant weight of 2.50g. In 272 
                                                 
252 Mairat 2014, 395-828. See p725-828 for the catalogue of the Tetrici coins. Mairat’s catalogue was compiled 
from all published material known to him as well as from the collections in Cambridge, London, Paris, Munich, 




CE the average weight of the Trier antoniniani dropped to an average of 2.37g and then was 
restored by 273 CE to 2.83g – higher than the original weight of Tetricus’ antoniniani from 
issue 1. As the weight of the antoniniani had been stable up until 272 CE, this decrease should 
be seen as significant. It indicates that Tetricus had run into financial difficulties after the first 
year of his reign.253 Before 272 CE there was a clear economic policy to maintain the weight 
standard of the Gallic antoniniani. Therefore, for the weight standard to drop in 272 CE must 
mean that there was a sudden demand for a greater number of antoniniani – a demand so sudden 
and urgent that the decrease in silver content could not be offset with other metals to maintain 
the weight of the coins. Drinkwater has suggested that this may be because, by 272 CE, Victoria 
no longer held political influence, and therefore Tetricus needed to give more money to his 
troops to secure the continuance of their support – thereby necessitating an increase in the 
number of coins he needed to mint.254 While Drinkwater was correct in arguing that the need 
for a greater amount of antoniniani came from Tetricus needing to pay the troops, if one were 
to agree with Watson that Victoria was a fictional insertion by the Historia Augusta, then this 
could not be the case. It is more probable that Tetricus needed a greater amount of antoniniani 
to pay for a larger number of troops rather than to increase their pay in the absence of a fictitious 
benefactor. It was in 272 CE that Aurelian headed East and defeated Zenobia, putting an end 
to the Palmyrene Empire. It must have been clear to Tetricus that Aurelian intended to advance 
on the Gallic Empire next, thus necessitating that he prepare an army to defend his position of 
emperor of the north-western provinces. Accordingly, Tetricus needed a sudden increase in 
antoniniani to pay an increased number of soldiers, and thus minted an increased number of 
antoniniani from the same supply of silver – creating a drop in the weight of issue 4 and likely, 
a debasement of these coins.   
                                                 
253 Drinkwater 1987, 41; Watson 1999, 92.  




By Trier issue 5 in 273 CE, the weight of the antoniniani increased to 2.83g, despite the silver 
content in the antoniniani being (albeit marginally) less (Tables 15 and 16). The demand for 
coin had once more stabilised, allowing the mint enough time to increase the quantity of copper 
within the coins in order to increase their overall weight. This also coincided with the naming 
of Tetricus II as Tetricus’ heir and his nomination as Caesar. Consequently, it can be concluded 
that Tetricus was making a concerted effort to make his regime appear stable and look forward 
to the future in the face of the looming and inevitable advance of Aurelian. 
 
i.  Comparison with the antoniniani of Postumus 
 
The reign of the Tetrici marked both the lowest average weight and lowest silver content of all 
of the antoniniani of the Gallic Empire.255 If one were to look at the per cent of silver in the 
Gallic Trier antoniniani then there appears to be a steady, but marginal decline. The last issue 
of Postumus had an average silver content of 5.47 per cent, which dropped to 4.97 per cent 
under Marius, 4.12 per cent under Victorinus until finally, it reached an average of 1.33 per 
cent under Tetricus.256 However, simply looking at the per cent of silver does not take into 
account the changing weight of the antoniniani. By taking into account the decreasing average 
weights then the declining amount of physical silver in the antoniniani becomes much more 
dramatic. If one excludes the abnormally debased issue 7 of Postumus, then the average silver 
content of Postumus’ first six issues from the Trier mint was 0.55g. By the reign of Tetricus, 
this had decreased to an average of 0.04g. This was a silver coin with almost no silver in it. 
Perhaps even more noticeable was the decline in the average weight of the antoniniani in the 
reign of Tetricus. Again excluding Postumus’ Trier issue 7, the average weight of the first six 
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of his issues was 3.50g (Table 1, p. 29). In comparison to this, the average weight of Tetricus’ 
Trier antoniniani was 2.58g, nearly one gram less (Table 17). Thus, both the weight and the 
actual silver content of the antoniniani had drastically fallen since the height of the reign of 
Postumus.  
 
Of all of Postumus’ Trier issues, his last issue – issue 7 – is the most similar to the antoniniani 
of Tetricus’ reign. Postumus’ Trier issue 7 had an average weight of 2.32g and an average 
silver content of 0.09g (Table 1, p. 29). The massive debasement of his last issue was likely in 
reaction to the attempts of the usurper Laelanius to take control of the Gallic Empire. Postumus, 
therefore, needed to mint an increased number of coins from the same amount (or less) of silver 
to pay for increased military expenditure. Similarly, Tetricus was under increasing pressure, 
due to his governor, Faustinus, initiating mutinies, a failing relationship with his army, and an 
impending attack by Aurelian. In light of this, perhaps Tetricus simply followed the precedent 
set by Postumus concerning the debasement of his coinage. 
 
ii. Contemporary Mediolanum antoniniani of Aurelian 
 
At no point did the majority of Tetricus’ antoniniani come close to the average weight or 
average silver content of the nearby imperial issues of Aurelian from the Mediolanum mint. 
Table 19 outlines the average weight and average silver content of four antoniniani analysed 
by King and Northover from the imperial Mediolanum mint in the reign of Aurelian.257 
Aurelian came to power in 270 CE, one year before the accession of Tetricus. Therefore issue 
1 of Aurelian from the Mediolanum mint would have been the antoniniani in circulation near 
the Gallic Empire, and these may have intermingled with the Gallic coins within its borders at 
                                                 




the time that Tetricus took the Gallic throne. The two analysed coins of Aurelian from 
Mediolanum issue 1 have an average weight of 3.61g and an average silver content of 0.13g. 
These coins weighed almost one gram more than the first issue of Tetricus at both the Trier 
and Cologne mints (Tables 17 and 18). From the analysed antoniniani of Aurelian, it is clear 
that each issue from Mediolanum remained on a consistent weight and silver standard. As the 
weight of the Tetrici antoniniani remained consistently one gram less than the Mediolanum 
coins, it cannot be argued that Tetricus had any intention of making his antoniniani seem equal 
in value to those minted in the Central Empire.258 Tetricus was asserting the continued 
independence of the Gallic Empire by further strengthening the separation between the two 
economies. Conversely, this also means than the weight of the imperial antoniniani was not 
affected by the weight of the Gallic antoniniani. Aurelian was adhering to his own policies, 
which were in line with his greater economic policies within the wider Roman economy. 
 





















3.50 0.15 4.31 
Aurelian   
Issue 1 







3.72 0.11 3.01 
Aurelian  
Issue 2 







3.84 0.15 2.72 
Aurelian 
Issue 3 







3.70 0.10 2.65 
Average    3.69 0.12 3.17 
Table 19: Aurelian Mediolanum antoniniani 
 
 
                                                 
258 Drinkwater argued that “The later amelioration of the Gallic billon coinage may have been intended to raise it 
to the standard that Aurelian was now requiring in the antoniniani of the Central Empire,” Drinkwater 1987, 41. 




However, there was a single instance where an antoninianus of Tetricus was equal to that of 
an antoninianus of Aurelian. Tetricus minted commemorative antoniniani from his Cologne 
mint – the Divo Victorino antoniniani. These antoniniani were concurrent with Tetricus’ issue 
1 from this mint in 271 CE and were influenced by the huge Divo Claudio issues from the 
Central Empire, which were minted between 270-271 CE. Table 20 outlines five of these Divo 
Claudio antoniniani minted under Aurelian at the Mediolanum mint as analysed by King and 
Northover.259 As with the other issues from Mediolanum, these would likely have circulated 
within the borders of the Gallic Empire. The Mediolanum Divo Claudio antoniniani had an 
average weight of 2.60g and an average silver content of 0.09g. The weight of the Divo Claudio 
antoniniani here is significant because they exactly match Tetricus’ issue 1 from his Cologne 
mint (Table 18). Although the Divo Victorino antoniniani are a separate issue from Tetricus’ 
issue 1, they were on the same weight standard as this issue. One Divo Victorino antoninianus 
was found in both the Normandy hoard and the Cunetio hoard, with these two antoniniani 
averaging 2.49g – similar to both issue 1 of Tetricus and the Mediolanum Divo Claudio 
antoniniani.260 As the Divo Victorino antoniniani were of equal weight to the Divo Claudio 
antoniniani these coins would be of equal value. Because of this, it must have been an 
intentional decision by Tetricus to mint a rival antoninianus of equal value in the Central 
Empire to the imperial issue as a means of propaganda, placing his predecessor – Victorinus – 
as equal to that of Aurelian’s – Claudius II. 
 
 
                                                 
259 Cope et al. 1997, 142. 
260 Besly and Bland 1983, 153; Bland and Burnett 1988, 207. It should be noted that the weight of the Divo 
Victorino antoninianus from the Normandy hoard (Bland and Burnett) weighed 2.01g while the Divo Victorino 
antoninianus from the Cunetio hoard (Besly and Bland) weighed 2.96g. The difference between the two 
antoniniani is almost a gram – a significant difference. The weights of more Divo Victorino antoniniani are needed 

















CONSECRATIO 2.06 0.07 3.53 





CONSECRATIO 2.61 0.08 2.94 





CONSECRATIO 2.28 0.09 3.82 





CONSECRATIO 3.75 0.12 3.16 
RIC V I 
Claudius 
Gothicus 259 
DIVO CLAVDIO  CONSECRATIO 2.29 0.08 3.46 
Average   2.60 0.09 3.38 
Table 20: DIVO CLAVDIO Mediolanum antoniniani 
 
4. The End of the Gallic Empire 
 
After Aurelian had defeated the Palmyrenes in the East, he headed west in order to bring an 
end to the Gallic Empire and restore the Roman Empire. However, unlike the Palmyrenes, 
Tetricus did not put up a great fight. Aurelian arrived at Châlons-sur-Marne in Gaul in early 
274 CE and it was here that Tetricus supposedly surrendered himself after drawing his army 
up in battle formation (Aur. Vict., Caes., 35; Eutr., 9.13; SHA, Aurel., 32.3; Tyr. Trig., 24.1-
3).261 According to both Eutropius and the Historia Augusta, Tetricus had sent letters to 
Aurelian asking for help, using a line from Virgil to ask Aurelian: Eripe me his, invicte, malis 
(Eutr., 9.13; SHA, Tyr. Trig., 24.3). It seems from the ancient sources that Tetricus had lost the 
support of his army, who had been corrupted by the mutinies led by Faustinus, and thus had 
little option but to surrender to Aurelian (Aur. Vict., Caes., 35; Eutr., 9.13; SHA, Aurel., 32.3; 
Tyr. Trig., 24.1-3). Both Drinkwater and Watson have argued that the story of an immediate 
                                                 




surrender by Tetricus was a fabrication designed by Eutropius and the Historia Augusta to 
account for Aurelian’s apparent leniency in their otherwise bloodthirsty portrayal of the 
emperor.262 Instead, Drinkwater and Watson both argue that it is more likely that Tetricus was 
simply overpowered by Aurelian, whose forces had far more battle experience than did 
Tetricus’ troops.263 However, it should be noted that the last issues of antoniniani before the 
battle at Châlons-sur-Marne did not promote any military message, as would be expected, but 
instead were more depictions of Salus and Spes.264 This need not support the idea that Tetricus 
was planning on surrendering himself to Aurelian, but rather it was intended to remind the 
troops, who had tried to mutiny under Faustinus, of the peace that the continuity of the Gallic 
Empire could bring. Thus, with the fall of the Gallic Empire, Aurelian had successfully 
recovered the lost Roman provinces in both the East and the West, restoring the territories of 




As was the case under Postumus, the Gallic antoniniani under the Tetrici never followed 
exactly the weight of the antoniniani from the Central Empire (except for the Divo Victorino 
issue). Not enough of the antoniniani of the Tetrici from the Gallic Trier and Cologne mints 
were analysed by King and Northover to provide a reliable point of comparison to measure the 
silver content of the imperial Mediolanum issues against. From the comparison of the weights, 
it is clear that, similar to the start of the Gallic Empire, in this period the economic policies of 
both the Gallic Empire and Central Empire were not affected by the other. As should be 
expected, the imperial Mediolanum mint was not affected by the economic policies of the 
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Gallic Empire. Due to this, the changes in weight and silver content exhibited under both 
Gallienus and Aurelian must have derived from one of two reasons; either an increased need 
for coin due to an increased military expenditure in the West caused by the presence of the 
Gallic Empire, or an overall need for more coins in the entire Roman Empire. The former 
would be the case if there was not a uniform policy of debasement empire-wide, while the latter 
would be the case if there was a uniform policy of debasement. To determine this, the 









After the capture of Valerian in 260 CE, the Roman Empire had split into three. The 
Palmyrenes in the East took control of the Antioch mint from which they minted antoniniani 
from 263 CE until their fall in 272 CE. Similarly, in the West, the Gallic Empire minted 
antoniniani from the Trier and Cologne mints from 260 CE until the reintegration in 274 CE. 
This meant that three separate entities were operating at one time, each minting their own 
versions of the same coin. In the preceding chapters, the Palmyrene antoniniani (Chapter II) 
and the Gallic antoniniani (Chapters I and III) have been discussed in relation to their nearest 
imperial mints (Cyzicus and Mediolanum). Through this, it has been revealed that the weight 
and the silver content of the breakaway empires’ antoniniani fluctuated depending on the 
stability of the new empire. For almost a decade the Palmyrenes maintained the Eastern 
imperial weight standard at their Antioch mint, until they made a conspicuous break from 
Rome in 270 CE. Once this had occurred, the weight of their antoniniani fell alongside the 
silver content. Conversely, in the West, the Gallic Empire immediately increased the weight 
and silver content of their antoniniani upon Postumus’ revolt as compared to the imperial 
Mediolanum issues, clearly defining their new Empire. The Gallic antoniniani remained fairly 
consistent throughout Postumus’ reign, whereas Gallienus’ Mediolanum issues were being 
rapidly debased. After the death of Postumus, the weight and silver content of the Gallic 
antoniniani began to decline. By the reign of Tetricus, the weight of the Gallic antoniniani had 
fallen almost one gram below those minted by Aurelian at the Mediolanum mint. By comparing 
the weight and silver content of the breakaway empires’ antoniniani to their nearest imperial 




However, this creates a localised view of these economies. For the Gallic Empire and 
(especially) the Palmyrene Empire, trade with the Central Empire was crucial. It is logical that 
the breakaway empires would have traded with the nearest provinces of the Central Empire. 
These provinces, in turn, would have been functioning as part of the larger Roman economy 
and participating in further inter-province trade. Due to this, it is necessary to compare the 
breakaway empires’ antoniniani with each other as well as to compare imperial mints in the 
East and the West both with each other and with the main imperial mint at Rome. This enables 
a deeper understanding of the broader economic situation within the Roman, Palmyrene, and 
Gallic Empires between 260-275 CE, which in turn demonstrates the policy of uniform 
debasement across the Central Empire during this time. 
 
1. The Breakaway Empire Mints: Antioch and Trier 
 
The Palmyrenes took control of the Antioch mint in 263 CE, with the first of their issues minted 
in the sole reign of Gallienus. The average weight of the Gallienus antoniniani (including those 
minted when Gallienus had control of the mint) was 3.71g and the average silver content was 
0.46g. The silver content of the antoniniani in the sole reign of Gallienus was maintained until 
the death of Odenathus, after which it declined to 0.32g in issue 9 (Table 9, p. 57). The Claudius 
II Palmyrene issues minted between 268-270 CE had an average weight of 3.70g and an 
average silver content of 0.41g, which stayed stable throughout Claudius II’s reign in the 
Central Empire (Table 10, p. 58). The average weight and average silver content of the 
subsequent Palmyrene Antioch issues began to fall after the death of Claudius II in 270 CE, 
which coincided with their taking control of Arabia and Egypt and ostensibly presenting 
themselves as their own Empire. Once this had occurred, the average weight and silver content 




CE. The silver content then fell once again to an average of 0.33g and an average weight of 
3.08g for the Augustus and Augusta issues of 272 CE (Table 11, p. 59). The Palmyrenes had 
maintained the imperial weight and silver standard until they made their conspicuous break 
from Rome, after the death of Odenathus. 
 
Operating at a similar time was the last of the Gallic emperors, Tetricus. From the weights of 
the Tetrici antoniniani from the Trier mint, it is clear that there was a large disparity between 
the weights of the Palmyrene antoniniani from the Antioch mint and the weights of the 
antoniniani from the Gallic Trier mint. When Tetricus took the Gallic throne in 271 CE, his 
first Trier issue had an average weight of 2.50g, which fluctuated to a high of 2.83g in issue 5 
of 273 CE and ended in 2.72g in the last Trier issue (issue 6) of 274 CE (Table 17, p. 77). It is 
the VABALATHVS VCRIMDR and the Augustus and Augusta antoniniani which were 
contemporary with the Tetrici antoniniani. By comparing the contemporary issues this 
disparity can most clearly be seen. The VABALATHVS VCRIMDR antoniniani were minted 
slightly before Tetricus took the throne, thus slightly predate Tetricus’ Trier issue 1. 
Regardless, there is a 1.03g weight difference between the Palmyrene VCRIMDR issue (3.53g) 
and Tetricus’ Trier issue 1 (2.50g) – a considerable difference. The imbalance between the 
Palmyrene Antioch antoniniani and Tetrici Trier antoniniani was only slightly reduced by the 
last of the Palmyrene issues – a 0.71g difference between the Augustus and Augusta 
antoniniani and the Tetrici Trier issue 5. This disparity was not exclusive to the reign of the 
Tetrici but is also evident in the reign of Postumus (Table 1, p. 29). The last of Postumus’ Trier 
issues were contemporary with the Palmyrene’s Claudius II issues from the Antioch mint. 
Postumus’ Trier issue 6 was 0.68g lighter and contained 0.22g less silver than did the Claudius 
II Antioch antoniniani. The disparity grew with Postumus’ Trier issue 7, with these antoniniani 




silver. Furthermore, of the three antoniniani analysed from the middle of Tetricus’ reign (Table 
15, p. 76) it is clear that the Palmyrene antoniniani consistently contained at least 0.30g more 
silver than their contemporary Gallic antoniniani. Consequently, it must be concluded that the 
Palmyrene Antioch antoniniani consistently weighed more and contained more silver than did 
the antoniniani of their counterpart Gallic Empire in the West. This is indicative of the two 
breakaway empires’ differing policies. 
 
2. The Imperial Mints: Cyzicus and Mediolanum 
 
This disparate trend seemingly continues when the imperial mints in the East and the West of 
the Central Empire are compared. Before Postumus revolted in Cologne there had been an 
imperial mint in the north-western provinces, identified as the ‘Gaul’ mint. Table 21 outlines 
the average weight and silver content of the joint reign antoniniani analysed by King and 
Northover from this mint.265 Their analyses show that although the average weight of the first 
issue from this mint had been stable, the average silver content was far lower than the following 
two issues, suggesting that this issue had been minted in a hurry. Issues 2 and 3 from the joint 
reign ‘Gaul’ mint had a consistent average silver content of 1.73g and a very similar average 
weight. However, by the final issue produced at this mint (issue 5), the average weight had 










Joint Reign Issue 1 3.57 1.31 36.72 2 
Joint Reign Issue 2 3.62 1.73 47.85 2 
Joint Reign Issue 3 3.68 1.73 47.04 2 
Joint Reign Issue 5 2.74 0.67 24.43 2 
Average 3.40 1.36 39.01  
Table 21: Joint Reign Gaul antoniniani 
                                                 




The joint reign ‘Gaul’ antoniniani were contemporary with the joint reign antoniniani from the 
imperial Antioch mint. The six analysed issues from the imperial Antioch mint had an average 
weight of 3.49g and an average silver content of 0.55g (Table 12, p. 61). Unlike the ‘Gaul’ 
antoniniani, there are no significant fluctuations in either the average weight or average silver 
content of the Antioch antoniniani. What is important to this discussion is the average weight 
and silver content of the final issue from these imperial mints. These were the final issues 
before the capture of Valerian and the subsequent rise of the two breakaway empires, which 
marks the beginning of the period examined in the present study. The final issue from the 
imperial ‘Gaul’ mint had an average weight of 2.74g and an average silver content of 0.67g. 
These antoniniani weighed 0.85g less than their contemporary Antioch antoniniani (joint reign 
issue 6), yet contained 0.16g more silver. This discrepancy between the distant mints is 
clarified when the antoniniani from the imperial mint at Mediolanum are taken into account. 
The Mediolanum mint was established in 259-260 CE and only minted one issue of joint reign 
antoniniani (Table 3, p. 34). The average weight of the antoniniani from this issue is 3.23g and 
the average silver content is 0.56g. The sole Mediolanum issue, therefore, has an almost 
identical silver content to those in the final issue from the imperial Antioch mint, which 
weighed 0.36g more. The final issues of the joint reign of Mediolanum (issue 1) and Antioch 
(issue 6) weighed more than the final issue from the ‘Gaul’ mint and both contained at least 
0.11g less silver. With the founding of the Mediolanum mint nearby the imperial ‘Gaul’ mint 
was likely closed at that time. Therefore the final ‘Gaul’ issue was probably minted before both 
the single joint reign Mediolanum issue and the final issue from Antioch. Through this, it is 
clear that there was an attempt by Valerian and Gallienus to move towards a uniformity of the 





A closer average silver content in the imperial antoniniani was maintained into the sole reign 
of Gallienus. As the Antioch mint came under the control of the Palmyrenes in 263 CE the first 
three of the Antioch issues were likely minted by an imperially controlled mint. The first three 
issues from the Antioch mint had an average silver content of 0.52g and an average weight of 
3.52g (Table 9, p. 57). This silver content is almost identical to the silver content of the first 
three issues from Mediolanum, which had an average silver content of 0.54g and an average 
weight of 3.23g (Table 4, p. 36). This comparison also seems to illustrate a tightening in the 
control of weight standards across the Empire. 
 
After Gallienus was assassinated in Mediolanum by Aureolus in 268 CE, Claudius II took the 
throne. In Claudius II’s reign, the similarities between the antoniniani of his imperial mints 
can continue to be seen. After losing the principal Eastern mint at Antioch to the Palmyrenes, 
Claudius founded a new imperial mint in Cyzicus. Upon opening the new mint in Cyzicus, 
Claudius II adopted the silver standard employed at the western imperial mints in the last issue 
of his predecessor, Gallienus. In the final issue (issue 8) at the imperial Mediolanum mint in 
the sole reign of Gallienus the average silver content was 0.19g and the average weight was 
2.68g (Table 4, p. 36), compared to the average silver content of 0.12g (0.07g less) in Claudius 
II’s issue 1 from Cyzicus (Table 13, p. 64). The average silver content of Claudius II’s Cyzicus 
issues steadily dropped throughout his reign, ending in an average of 0.06g in the final issue 
(issue 3), while the average weight remained consistent. The same phenomenon occurred at 
Claudius II’s Mediolanum mint. Table 22 outlines the three issues from this mint as analysed 
by King and Northover.266 Just as had occurred with the Cyzicus antoniniani the average silver 
content steadily decreased throughout Claudius II’s short reign, averaging 0.11g as compared 
to the average of 0.09g from Cyzicus. Issue 1 at both mints contained 0.12g of silver, which 
                                                 




declined to 0.06g at Cyzicus and 0.09g at Mediolanum in their last issues (these issues were 
likely contemporary as both Mediolanum and Cyzicus minted three issues). The average 
weight from Mediolanum was slightly lower (0.39g lighter) than their contemporaries in 
Cyzicus. From this it is clear that, just as was the case in the sole reign of Gallienus, there was 
a concerted imperial policy to keep the silver content of the antoniniani from the Cyzicus mint 
in the East and the Mediolanum mint in the West in step with one another, whereas maintaining 
an equal weight was less important.267 As the silver content of the antoniniani was consistent 
in the Eastern and Western issues it suggests that it was the silver content of the antoniniani 










Claudius II Issue 1 3.85 0.12 3.01 10 
Claudius II Issue 2 3.50 0.11 3.15 11 
Claudius II Issue 3 2.72 0.09 3.27 8 
Average 3.36 0.11 3.14  
Table 22: Claudius II Mediolanum antoniniani 
 
Similarly, this can be observed in the reign of Aurelian. The three analysed antoniniani from 
his pre-reform issue 1 from the Cyzicus mint, issued at the beginning of his reign, before he 
conquered the Palmyrenes in 272 CE, had an average weight of 2.83g and an average silver 
content of 0.04g (Table 14, p. 66). Comparably, the two analysed antoniniani from issue 1 of 
his Mediolanum mint (Table 19, p. 81) had an average weight of 3.61g (0.78g heavier) and had 
an average silver content of 0.13g (0.09g more silver).268 With silver contents so similar to 
each other in the imperial Cyzicus and Mediolanum mints from the reign of Gallienus to the 
                                                 
267 It appears that Claudius II further tightened the uniformity in the silver content across his imperial mints, 
paving the way for Aurelian’s two reforms, which simply raised the weight and silver standards of the antoniniani. 
268 To put this into a ‘real world’ context 0.09g is roughly 5 grains of sand, or indeed, the weight of the ink 





pre-reform antoniniani of Aurelian, it is evident that the imperial government in Rome closely 
controlled the silver content of the antoniniani at their imperial branch mints. 
 
3. Rome Imperial antoniniani Weight and Silver Content  
 
The weight and silver content of the antoniniani from the Mediolanum and Cyzicus mints are 
crucial in demonstrating that there was a uniform policy of debasement across the Roman 
Empire – from East to West. However, the Mediolanum and Cyzicus mints were branch mints 
from the main imperial mint at Rome. Prior to the third century, the Rome imperial mint had 
been the only imperial mint in operation, minting all imperial denominations for the Empire 
and relying on provincial and civic mints (which were theoretically independent of the imperial 
Rome mint) for local coinages. Because the Mediolanum mint and the Cyzicus mint were 
imperial branch mints, any comparison between the weight and silver content of their 
antoniniani to examine the uniform debasement policy is reliant on the antoniniani from the 
imperial Rome mint.  
 
The antoniniani from the imperial Rome mint under Claudius II demonstrate successive 
debasements of silver content across the three issues, as was also identified at both the 
Mediolanum mint and the Cyzicus mint. Table 23 outlines the average weight and average 
silver content of the three issues minted by Claudius II at the imperial Rome mint, as analysed 
by King and Northover.269 The average weight of the first issue of Claudius II was 3.24g, which 
decreased to 2.90g by the last issue – issue 3. Similarly, the average silver content, beginning 
at 0.11g at issue 1 decreased to 0.07g by the final issue. The silver content of the antoniniani 
                                                 




of King and Northover’s analyses are so similar that it seems clear that the imperial mint at 










Claudius II Issue 1 3.24 0.11 3.28 21 
Claudius II Issue 2 3.18 0.08 2.63 19 
Claudius II Issue 3 2.90 0.07 2.54 12 
Average 3.11 0.09 2.82  
Table 23: Claudius II Rome antoniniani 
 
Likewise, Aurelian minted on only one standard at his imperial Rome mint. King and 
Northover analysed twelve antoniniani across five issues from Aurelian’s imperial Rome mint 
(Table 24).270 Seven of these antoniniani were from Aurelian’s first issue, which had an 
average weight of 2.85g and an average silver content of 0.07g. When compared to the final 
Rome issue of Claudius II, which had an average weight of 2.90g and an average silver content 
of 0.07g, it is clear that Aurelian continued minting on this standard when he took the throne 
after the death of Claudius II. As only one antoninianus was analysed from the subsequent 
issues little can be deduced from these analyses, although the analysis of the single 
antoninianus from issue 2 suggests that there was some sort of coin reform to improve the 










Aurelian Issue 1 2.85 0.07 2.57 7 
Aurelian Issue 2 3.80 0.11 3.01 1 
Aurelian Issue 3 4.47 0.13 3.01 1 
Aurelian Issue 5 3.98 0.12 3.04 1 
Aurelian Issue 11 4.03 0.22 5.40 2 
Average 3.83 0.13   
Table 24: Aurelian Rome antoniniani 
                                                 




This brings the discussion back to the problems regarding the large ranges of silver content in 
each issue of Gallienus from the imperial Rome mint, as identified in Chapter I. In that chapter 
several possibilities were mentioned of (a) a “Roman Minting Experiment”, (b) variations of 
preservations of the coins, (c) poor workmanship, (d) intentional disorganisation of the mint, 
(e) fraud within the mint, or (f) the Rome mint was mining on two standards. The latter option 
(f) was in agreement with Tyler’s hypothesis, which was rejected by Burnett, Cope, Crawford, 
and Metcalf.271 In light of the evidence of the uniform silver contents between the imperial 
Mediolanum mint and the imperial Cyzicus mint in the reigns of Claudius II and Aurelian, as 
well as the fact that both Claudius II and Aurelian minted on one silver standard at the imperial 
Rome mint, the possibility that Gallienus was the sole emperor to mint at dual silver standards 
at the main imperial mint must be treated with a great amount of scepticism. It also seems 
unlikely that a mint so regulated in all other periods would, for less than a decade, be 
intentionally disorganised (d) or enable continued poor workmanship (c). It seems much more 
likely that there was widespread fraud (e) within the imperial mint while Gallienus was absent 
from the city, as occurred later under Aurelian (for which, see below) or that the differing 
preservation of the coins caused the large ranges (b). Cope’s suggestion that the large range 
was due to a “Roman Minting Experiment” (a) also remains as a possibility, albeit a much less 
likely one than (b) and (e).272  Therefore, one can plausibly reject the idea that Gallienus 
intentionally minted on two standards simultaneously. The weights and silver contents 
demonstrated in Table 6 (p. 42) must be accepted.  The average weight and silver content of 
the first three issues from Gallienus’ sole reign Rome mint fluctuates. King and Northover 
determined that the average weight of issue 1 was 2.93g and the average silver content was 
                                                 
271 Metcalf 1976, 1082-1083; Cope 1977, 216-219; Burnett 1978, 241; Crawford 1978, 194. Cope, specifically, 
has argued definitively against this interpretation. 
272 If this were an experiment, the mint need not produce and put into circulation entire issues of experimental 
antoniniani. Rather, the mint could have carried out its experiments on a small batch and then melted them back 




0.25g, which increased to 0.38g (and 3.33g for average weight) in issue 2, then decreased to 
0.23g (and 3.11g for weight) in issue 2/3, before once more increasing to an average silver 
content of 0.33g (3.36g for weight) in issue 3. From issue 3 onwards there was a successive 
rate of decline in the average silver content, but not in the average weight (which continued to 
fluctuate).  
 
i. Comparison with Palmyrenes 
 
During the reign of Claudius II, the Palmyrene Antioch mint produced antoniniani at a similar 
weight standard and higher silver standard to the nearby imperial mint at Cyzicus. The 
Palmyrene Antioch antoniniani – minted in the name of Claudius II – had an average weight 
of 3.70g (Table 10, p. 58), whilst the imperial antoniniani from Cyzicus had an average weight 
of 3.75g (Table 13, p. 64). On the other hand, the Palmyrene Claudius II antoniniani had an 
average silver content of 0.41g compared to the average 0.10g of silver found in Claudius II’s 
imperial Cyzicus antoniniani. For the Palmyrenes, maintaining the same weight standard as 
the nearby imperial antoniniani was far more important than having the same silver content, 
the opposite to what seems to have been the priority for the imperial mints. This raises the 
question of whether these Palmyrene Antioch antoniniani were minted on the same weight 
standard and contained more silver than the imperial antoniniani from Rome. The antoniniani 
from Gallienus’ sole reign imperial Rome mint had an average weight of 3.33g and an average 
silver content of 0.26g (Table 6, p. 42). Comparatively, the Antioch antoniniani minted in the 
sole reign of Gallienus, both under imperial and Palmyrene control had an average weight of 
3.71g and an average silver content of 0.46g (Table 9, p. 57). Consistently through the sole 
reign of Gallienus, the Palmyrene antoniniani both weighed more and contained more silver 




Similarly, the Palmyrene antoniniani weighed more and contained more silver, on average, 
than did the antoniniani from Claudius II’s imperial Rome mint. The average weight of 
Claudius II’s imperial Rome antoniniani was 3.11g and the average silver content was 0.09g 
(Table 23). Both the average weight and the average silver content of these antoniniani were 
drastically lower than their contemporary Palmyrene antoniniani, which had an average weight 
of 3.70g (0.59g heavier) and an average silver content of 0.41g (0.32g more silver). The 
Palmyrene Antioch mint continued to mint at a vastly different weight and silver standard to 
the imperial Rome mint in the reign of Aurelian. The antoniniani from issue one of Aurelian’s 
imperial Rome mint had an average weight of 2.85g and an average silver content of 0.07g 
(Table 24). Therefore, these antoniniani, on average, weighed 0.65g less than the Palmyrene’s 
VCRIMDR antoniniani and 0.83g less than the Palmyrene Augustus and Augusta antoniniani 
and contained around 0.29g less silver than both issues (0.32g for the VCRIMDR antoniniani 
and 0.26g for the Augustus and Augusta antoniniani). It is evident that the Palmyrene 
controlled mint at Antioch minted on a different weight and silver standard to the imperial mint 
at Rome.273  This is because, for the Palmyrenes, it was the weight of the imperial Cyzicus 
antoniniani (being their nearest source of imperial antoniniani) that was important in 
determining the weight of their antoniniani. Conversely, for the imperial mints, it was 
maintaining a uniform silver content that was important. Thus, where the Palmyrenes were 
matching the weight of their coins to the Cyzicus mint, the Cyzicus mint seems to have 
disregarded the weight of the antoniniani from the imperial Rome mint. This meant that the 
weight and silver content of the Palmyrene antoniniani did not match their contemporaries 
from Rome.   
 
                                                 
273 See Tyler 1975; Cope et al. 1997, 75-77; Bland 2011, 148. Bland states that this phenomenon “first occurs in 
the sole reign of Gallienus, when the silver content of the Antiochene issues suffers only a gradual decline from 
around 14 per cent at the resumption of minting in 263 to 12 per cent at the end of the reign… Uniformity was 




ii. Comparison with Tetrici 
 
A similar situation can be observed when comparing the Tetrici Trier mint in the West to the 
imperial mint at Rome. The Tetrici were the emperors of the Gallic Empire from 271 CE until 
274 CE, concurrent with the reign of Aurelian in the Central Empire. There was too small a 
sample size in King and Northover’s analyses to be able to adequately discuss the silver content 
of the antoniniani in their reign. Instead, only the average weight of the Tetrici issues can be 
discussed, compiled from Mairat’s 2014 thesis. This showed that the average weight of the 
Tetrici Trier antoniniani was 2.58g (Table 17, p. 77). Unlike the Palmyrenes, whose 
antoniniani weighed more than the imperial antoniniani minted at the Rome mint the 
antoniniani of the Tetrici weighed 0.27g less than the first Rome issue of Aurelian (Table 24).  
 
This was not specific to the reign of the Tetrici, but rather it is also evident in the reign of 
Postumus. Postumus’ Trier antoniniani had an average weight of 3.33g and an average silver 
content of 0.48g (Table 1, p. 29). Similarly, the average weight of Gallienus’ Rome antoniniani 
was 3.33g, yet conversely had an average silver content of 0.26g. This meant that even in the 
beginning of the Gallic Empire the Gallic antoniniani contained significantly greater amounts 
of silver than their contemporary issues minted at the imperial mint in Rome. As the weight of 
the Gallic antoniniani remained below that of the Rome antoniniani yet contained more silver, 
it is clear that the issues from the imperial mint at Rome had little to no bearing on the economic 
policies of the Gallic Empire and consequently did not affect the weight and silver content of 







iii. Comparison with Cyzicus and Mediolanum 
 
The weight and silver content of the antoniniani from the Rome imperial mint between 260-
274 CE did not affect the weight and silver content of the antoniniani from the mints of the 
breakaway empires on the Eastern and Western borders of the Central Empire. The Palmyrenes 
in the East were concerned with aligning the weight of their antoniniani to those of the nearby 
imperial mint at Cyzicus (and either disregarded aligning the silver content, or did not have the 
technology to do so). The Gallic Empire in the West, took account of neither the nearby 
imperial mint at Mediolanum nor the imperial mint at Rome. The Palmyrenes were perhaps 
more concerned with the output from the nearby imperial mint at Cyzicus as trade with 
neighbouring Roman provinces in the East was crucial for their survival, whereas the Gallic 
Empire was far more concerned with their own internal politics to be affected by the policies 
of the Central Empire.  
 
The presence of breakaway empires would necessitate an increased imperial military presence 
in the neighbouring Roman provinces. This, in turn, necessitated increased military expenditure 
in order to pay the soldiers in these locations. The imperial branch mints of Mediolanum and 
Cyzicus would have been the imperial mints used to mint the antoniniani with which the 
soldiers were paid. As the Central Empire had already been financially stretched in the first 
half of the third century, before Postumus and the Palmyrenes broke away from Rome, this 
must have been a tough ask for an already overextended imperial treasury. The debasement of 
the silver currency was the obvious answer to the Empire’s problems. This was a precedent set 
beginning in the first century CE, and became much more prominent and drastic during the 
third century crisis. Indeed, in the last issues leading up to the fissure of the Empire in 260 CE, 




average silver content of 1.02g in the first issue from the imperial Rome mint to a low of 0.45g 
by the final issue (Table 25).274 However, it was not until the sole reign of Gallienus that the 
most rapid debasement of the imperial antoniniani can be observed. This indicates that there 
was an increased burden – likely from increased military expenditure – present at the time in 
which the Empire broke into three. 
 








Joint Reign Issue 1 3.15 1.02 32.52 8 
Joint Reign Issue 2 3.10 0.79 25.46 9 
Joint Reign Issue 3 2.76 0.45 16.36 6 
Joint Reign Issue 4 2.97 0.45 15.00 22 
Average 3.00 0.68 22.34  
Table 25: Joint Reign Rome antoniniani 
 
With two separate threats to deal with on opposite sides of the Empire, there was a differing 
demand for physical coin. There was an option open to the emperor of the Central Empire to 
debase his coinage at different rates at different mints across the Empire. Indeed, Tyler has 
argued that: 
 
…by the middle of the third century it had become imperial policy to strike the 
antoninianus according to varying alloy standards in different parts of the empire. 
The differences in both silver content and striking weights are too marked and too 
closely related to political events to be haphazard, and it can be argued that the 
administration’s intention was to strike a relatively more debased coin in peaceful 
parts of the empire in order that the extra revenue raised by this additional 
overvaluation could be used to keep a fairly stable currency in the actual theatre of 
war.275  
 
                                                 
274 Cope et al. 1997, 125-126. Like in the sole reign of Gallienus huge ranges in silver content can be observed in 
the four issues from the Rome mint in the joint reign. Issue 1 had an average silver content of 0.62g-1.77g, issue 
2 had a range of 0.42g-1.29g, issue 3 was 0.13g-0.46g, and issue 4 had a range of 0.20g-0.80g. However, unlike 
in the sole reign of Gallienus, there is no clear divide between silver contents (7.5 per cent) indicating this mint 
was minting on two silver standards. It is possible that the Rome mint had begun minting at two standards during 
the joint reign or that (less likely) the mint workers were simply careless. Further discussion of why this might be 
is out of the scope of the present discussion, thus Besly and Bland’s reasoning for the differences in the sole reign 
issues will be accepted and applied to the joint reign Rome issues. 




However, this does not seem to be the case, at least when comparing the Cyzicus imperial mint 
and the Mediolanum imperial mint. In the reign of Claudius II, the average silver content across 
all issues was 0.10g at Cyzicus (Table 13, p. 64), 0.11g at Mediolanum (Table 22), and  0.09g 
at Rome (Table 23). The average silver contents from the three geographically spread imperial 
mints is too similar to be accidental, particularly when the average weight ranges from 3.11g at 
Rome, to 3.36g at Mediolanum and 3.75g at Cyzicus. This pattern can continue to be seen in 
the reign of Aurelian when the average silver content of the first issue of his antoniniani was 
0.04g at Cyzicus (with an average weight of 2.83g), 0.12g at Mediolanum (with an average 
weight of 3.69g), and 0.07g at Rome (with an average weight of 2.85g). The difference in silver 
content between the imperial Rome and Cyzicus mints, although wider than in the reign of 
Claudius II, was still small. The antoniniani from the imperial Mediolanum mint varies slightly 
from this pattern with a marginally higher silver content and a significantly heavier weight.  
 
The importance of a uniform silver content can best be seen in the DIVO CLAVDIO 
antoniniani, minted at the beginning of Aurelian’s reign. Table 26 outlines the average weight 
and average silver content of the DIVO CLAVDIO issues from Rome, Cyzicus, and 
Mediolanum.276 Once more, in this case in the antoniniani that were ostensibly meant to be the 
same from each mint (albeit with variations in reverse type), the average weight varied 
dramatically between mints whilst the average silver content remained almost identical. This 
supports the hypothesis that it was the silver content of the antoniniani that was the most 
important aspect for the Central emperor, with the average weight being far less regulated.277 
                                                 
276 Cope et al. 1997, 142-146. 
277 That the imperial government so tightly controlled the silver content across the geographically spread mints to 
create a uniform silver content is interesting in light of Howgego’s findings in his 1996 article. In this article, 
Howgego compares the presence of eastern coins in north-western hoards and vice versa, through which he 
identifies a declining homogeneity of coins between East and West by the joint reign. Howgego suggests that the 
small presence possibly indicates troop movements between East and West (Howgego 1996, 219-224). Despite 
the small number of coins present in these hoards, this does not affect the interpretation that the imperial 












Rome 3.04 0.09 2.92 13 
Cyzicus 3.42 0.05 1.54 7 
Mediolanum 2.60 0.09 3.38 5 
Average 3.02 0.08 2.61  
Table 26: DIVO CLAVDIO antoniniani 
 
4. Aurelian’s Coinage Reform 
 
In the sole reign of Gallienus through to the beginning of the reign of Aurelian it is evident that 
there was uniformity in the average silver content of the antoniniani across the three different 
analysed imperial mints. However, although these were in line with each other these 
antoniniani weighed significantly less and contained drastically less silver than the antoniniani 
of only sixty years previously. The antoninianus was introduced by Caracalla in his first reform 
of 215 CE. Caracalla’s antoniniani had an average weight of 5.11g and contained 2.56g of 
silver, with these standards being maintained until 250 CE.278 During the sole reign of 
Gallienus the average silver content of the antoniniani began to rapidly drop, reaching its nadir 
in the reign of Claudius II. Aurelian, therefore, inherited an antoninianus that, although 
uniform, contained almost no silver and weighed roughly half of the antoniniani of Caracalla. 
  
i. Bellum Monetariorum 
 
The economic crisis and the fissures within the Empire were not the only issues that Aurelian 
had to deal with upon his accession. It is told by numerous ancient authors that there was a 
revolt of the mint-workers, known as the bellum monetariorum, under Aurelian. (Aur. Vict., 
Caes., 35.6-7; Eutr. 9.14-15; Malalas, 12; Ps. Aur. Vict., Epit. 35.4; 36.6; SHA, Aurel., 21.5-
                                                 
it suggest that the people of the west viewed eastern coins differently to how they viewed their own, and vice 
versa. 




9; 38.1-8; 39.2-8). According to these sources, the monetarii had been debasing coinage at a 
greater rate than the amount dictated by imperial policy (Aur. Vict., Caes., 35.6-7; Eutr. 
9.14).279 Upon the accession of Aurelian, who was setting a precedent of implementing stricter 
and more uniform imperial control, it is possible that these monetarii revolted for fear of being 
punished by Aurelian.280 The fear of the monetarii was inflamed by the a rationibus, 
Felicissimus, and exacerbated by the involvement of the senate. Felicissimus had either 
allowed or possibly encouraged this fraud at the imperial mint to be carried out and then incited 
the monetarii to revolt (Aur. Vict., Caes., 35.6; SHA, Aurel., 38.3-4).281 
 
 It is unlikely that Felicissimus was the sole instigator of the bellum monetariorum. Rather, it 
is plausible that it was the senate who conceived of the revolt or exploited an already 
developing situation. The senate had not been in support of the accession of Aurelian but had 
instead supported Quintillus,282 thus the monetarii were the ideal catalyst for a planned revolt 
against the rule of Aurelian. From as early as the Republic the leaders of Rome, and later the 
emperors, had been highly reliant on the mint to produce the coinage to fund state expenditure 
and to project the imperial message. The monetarii were, therefore, a fundamental component 
to the function of the Roman Empire. It is due to the indispensable nature of the monetarii that 
they had the opportunity to revolt and were utilised by the senate.283 According to Aurelius 
Victor around seven thousand people were killed in his revolt (Aur. Vict., Caes., 35.6-7).284 It 
is highly improbable that all of the fatalities and the additional casualties came solely from the 
                                                 
279 For discussion on Aurelius Victor’s use of the word corrosissent see Crawford 1975, 574 no. 70; Conway 
2006, 6. There is evidence to suggest that fraud in the form of debasement and the filing off of coins had been 
occurring at the mint on a large scale – see Conway 2006, 7. 
280 Magie 1954, 270 no. 1; Palmer 1980, 219; Cubelli 1992, 43; Watson 1999, 52. 
281 Cubelli 1992, 45; Watson 1999, 53; Bond 2016, 237-237. 
282 Cubelli 1992, 47-48. 
283 Bond 2016, 236-237. Cubelli suggests that the Senate went so far as to use Felicissimus and the monetarii to 
embezzle the imperial mint to obtain the money needed to finance a revolt against Aurelian. (Cubelli 1992, 49) 
284 Cubelli 1992, 47. Cubelli suggested that this number was hyperbolic: “in secondo luogo, appare meno 
inverosimile – fermo restando comunque il suo carattere iperbolico – la notizia di Vittore, secondo cui 7000 




monetarii.285 Rather, this large figure was likely reflective of the discontent within the general 
Roman populace at the time.286 A reconstruction of the event is that the bellum monetariorum 
had started at the mint, was encouraged by the senate, and had eventually turned into a general 
riot by the dissatisfied citizens of Rome.287 
 
The dating of the bellum monetariorum is a contentious issue. The Historia Augusta states that 
the revolt occurred prior to Aurelian defeating the Marcomanni and that Aurelian punished the 
rebels after he had returned to Rome following this victory (SHA, Aurel., 18.4; 21.5-7).288 The 
Epitome supports this dating, suggesting that the revolt was at the same time as when Aurelian 
defeated the Alamanni and the Juthungi (Ps. Aur. Vict., Epit. 35.3-4).289 Aurelian campaigned 
against the Juthungi at the beginning of his reign before he left Rome to deal with the 
Palmyrenes in the East. In order to reach Antioch, Aurelian must have left Rome by September 
271 CE,290 thus the battle against the Juthungi must have been before September 271 CE. 291 
As, according to the Historia Augusta and the Epitome, the bellum monetariorum was 
concurrent was Aurelian’s campaign against the Juthungi, both events must have been in late 
270 CE or early 271 CE, prior to Aurelian leaving for the East. 292 It is by reason of Aurelian 
being absent from Rome, dealing with the Juthungi, at the time of the revolt that the monetarii 
                                                 
285 Palmer 1980, 220; Conway 2006, 12. 
286 Palmer 1980, 220: “We may imagine city residents without proper coin, without enough wine, oil and meat. 
We may imagine merchants hard pressed to sell anything at a reasonable price unless they could successfully 
evade customs by smuggling…”  
287 Palmer 1980, 219-220; Watson 1999, 53; Bond 2016, 237. 
288 The Historia Augusta was incorrect in attributing the group that Aurelian defeated as the Marcomanni – instead 
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had the freedom in which to revolt.293 However, others have suggested that the revolt in Rome 
was in 274 CE, the year of Aurelian’s major monetary reform and that the revolt was in 
response to this reform.294 Logically, for the bellum monetariorum to have taken place at all, 
the imperial mint at Rome needed to be in operation immediately prior to it. However, by 274 
CE, the mint at Rome had been closed for several years, only reopening during Aurelian’s 
monetary reform in 274 CE.295 Thus, if the bellum monetariorum was singularly at Rome, it 
must have taken place in 271 CE. 
 
As it turns out, the city in which the bellum monetariorum occurred and the imperial mint that 
the monetarii came from is not certain due to inconstancies in the ancient sources. Eutropius 
gives the vague indication that the revolt happened in urbe (Eutr. 9.1.14), while Aurelius 
Victor, the Epitome, and the Historia Augusta all agree that the revolt took place in Rome, 
specifically on the Caelian Hill, and thus involved the monetarii of the imperial Rome mint 
(Aur. Vict., Caes., 35.6; Ps. Aur. Vict., Epit. 35.4; SHA, 18.4; 21.5-7).296 However, John 
Malalas, a chronicler native to Antioch,297 gives a conflicting account, stating that the bellum 
monetariorum was in fact in Antioch (Malalas, 12). In defence of Malalas’ account, Peachin 
argued that that as Aurelius Victor, Eutropius and the Historia Augusta were all using the 
Kaisergeschichte as their source, that all three agree that the location of the revolt was Rome 
should not outweigh the single account of Malalas.298 If the bellum monetariorum was centred 
at Antioch the date must be later than 271 CE. The Antioch mint was under Palmyrene control 
until 272 CE, when Aurelian retook the city. According to Peachin, the revolt of the mint 
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workers happened after the Palmyrenes had fled the city, as the monetarii were in fear of being 
punished by Aurelian for their compliance in minting the coins of Zenobia and Vabalathus.299 
Thus the revolt, if it had happened in Antioch, would have been in late 272 CE. This leaves 
three possibilities. Either (a) there was a revolt by the monetarii in Rome in 271 CE, (b) there 
was a revolt by the monetarii in Antioch in 272 CE, or (c) there was a revolt both in Rome in 
271 CE and then again in Antioch in 272 CE.  Option (a) is the most probable situation, as to 
discount the three ancient sources stating that the revolt was in Rome due to their use of the 
shared Kaisergeschichte in favour of the sole account of Malalas, who wrote far later than the 
Kaisergeschichte is imprudent.300 
 
When the Rome mint reopened and began minting the reformed coinage of Aurelian in 274 CE 
a marked difference in the quality of the coins is seen. Both the fabric and the style of these 
coins are improved, which Bland and Burnett attribute to new die-engravers.301 However, when 
the Antioch mint began minting antoniniani in the name of Aurelian again there was no change 
in the quality of the coinage, suggesting that the die-engravers were the same as the ones that 
had been working in the mint under the Palmyrenes. For this reason, it is unlikely that it was 
the monetarii of the Antioch mint that revolted.302 That there was a drastic change at the 
imperial Rome mint suggests that main revolt of the monetarii, if not the only revolt, was at 
the imperial Rome mint in 271 CE. In addition to this, there is evidence that there had been a 
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large amount of fraud, in the form of debasement, carried out specifically at the Rome imperial 
mint - notedly more so than at the Antioch mint.303 
 
The revolt was not without consequences. Upon Aurelian’s return to Rome he punished the 
monetarii, executed the leaders of the revolt (Eutr., 9.14.1; Ps. Aur. Vict., Epit. 35.4; SHA, 
Aurel., 21.5-7; Zos, 1.49.2), prosecuted acts of greed, embezzlement, and extortion (Aur. Vict., 
Caes., 35.7-8), and killed a number of the senators who had conspired against him and 
supported the revolt (Eutr., 9.14.1; SHA, Aurel., 21.5-7). However, the motives of the ancient 
sources in describing these punishments should be taken into account. The Historia Augusta 
described Aurelian’s mode of punishment as, “too bloody a method… employing his power 
too much like a tyrant.” (SHA, Aurel., 21.5), and described him as “over-violent by nature, and 
now filled with rage” (SHA, Aurel., 21.5). Eutropius described Aurelian as having carried out 
the punishment with the “utmost cruelty” (Eutr. 9.14) and stated that he was “ferocious and 
bloodthirsty and rather a necessary emperor in some respects than a kind one at all. He was 
always harsh…” (Eutr., 9.14). Similarly, the author of the Epitome described the punishment 
as severe (Ps. Aur. Vict., Epit. 35.4). These sources were undeniably attempting to portray 
Aurelian and his actions in a negative light, painting Aurelian to be a harsh and bloodthirsty 
leader. Indeed, both Eutropius and Aurelius Victor intentionally misplace the revolt in their 
narrative to link Aurelian’s reaction to the bellum monetariorum with his subsequent 
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The bellum monetariorum compelled Aurelian to make changes in policy as it was clear that 
imperial control over the mint needed to be tightened.305 After the revolt of the monetarii in 
271 CE, Aurelian closed the imperial mint at Rome,306 and instituted the first – and the smaller 
– of his coin reforms.307 This reform slightly increased the weight and silver standard and 
improved the style of the issues of antoniniani from Aurelian’s imperial branch mints.308 As 
the imperial Rome mint had been closed Aurelian made the Mediolanum mint his principal 
mint as well as opening two new mints in the Balkans.309 
 
The imperial Rome mint was eventually reopened in 274 CE, albeit with a reduced output, with 
the number of officinae decreased from twelve to five.310 Following this, Aurelian carried out 
the second – and more substantial – of his currency reforms. The timing of the second coin 
reform under Aurelian is somewhat contentious. Zosimus, the only one of the extant ancient 
sources to mention the coin reform under Aurelian, places the reform textually directly after 
the defeat of Tetricus (Zos, 1.61.3). However, scholars have argued for dates varying between 
January 274 CE and the summer of 274 CE.311 It is likely due to Aurelian’s intention to reunify 
the Empire that he only brought about minor changes in his first reform.312 It is, therefore, 
logical to assume that Zosimus was correct in placing this reform after the defeat of Tetricus 
as it was at this time at Aurelian had reclaimed the Palmyrene territory in the East and the 
Gallic territory in the West. This enabled Aurelian, once more acting as the restitutor, to 
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implement, as Watson hails it, “one of the most comprehensive and complex overhauls of the 
Roman imperial monetary system ever undertaken by an emperor.”313 
 
Zosimus states that Aurelian publicly gave out new silver coins (ἀργύριον νέον) and took the 
old coins of lower silver content (κίβδηλον) out of circulation to avoid confusion for 
commercial transactions (Zos., 1.62.3).314 These ἀργύριον νέον were the antoniniani which 
have both an increased weight and increased silver content as well as a more tightly controlled 
weight standard.315 The newly reformed antoniniani (except for those minted at the reopened 
Lugdunum mint) each have the mark XXI on the reverse (XX for Ticinum, KA for Tripolis 
and Serdica).”316 Watson argues that this mark indicated that these antoniniani contained 5 per 
cent silver, thus twenty of the new antoniniani equates to one pure silver coin.317 The new 
antoniniani were stamped with the new XXI mark to give an imperial guarantee to the silver 
content of the coin and thereby reassure those being paid in this currency (the soldiers) that 
there was imperial backing of the coin and its worth.318 That it was necessary to mark the post-
reform antoniniani to guarantee its value suggests that there had been dwindling confidence in 
the imperial currency. Aurelian, the restitutor, having reunified the Empire then used this as a 
way to attempt to ‘fix’ (improve the silver content of) the currency and restore faith in the 
imperial powers to those who confirmed his position – the army.319 
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The third century was a period of dramatic change and crisis for the Roman Empire. No time 
illustrates this better than the years 260-275 CE. The Roman emperor Valerian was captured 
by the Sasanids in 260 CE, allowing the tensions that had been accumulating within the Empire 
since the assassination of Severus Alexander to boil over. This culminated in the Roman 
Empire breaking into three, with the Palmyrene Empire in the East, the Gallic Empire in the 
West, and the traditional Roman Empire holding on to what remained. Despite the crisis and 
subsequent increases in military expenditure, the imperial government in Rome maintained a 
firm hold on certain aspects of the economy, creating a uniform empire-wide debasement of 
the imperial coinage to pay for the increased military expenditure. This was possible due to the 
highly structured nature within the imperial mints and the tight control and oversight of the 
imperial branch mints across the Roman Empire. With the a rationibus in Rome in charge of 
both the imperial treasury and the imperial mints, a uniform rate of debasement could be set in 
Rome and then implemented at each of the imperial branch mints.   
 
The capture of Valerian led to the sole reign of his son, Gallienus, under whom both the silver 
content and the weight of the imperial antoniniani were similar across the imperial mints 
throughout the Central Empire. At Antioch, when the mint was still under imperial control, the 
average silver content of the first three issues was 0.52g, compared with the average of 0.54g 
from the first three issues at the imperial Mediolanum mint in the West. Comparatively, at the 
imperial Rome mint, where there may have been widespread fraud amongst the monetarii, the 
average silver content was 0.30g in the first three issues of Gallienus. That the average silver 
content in the first three issues of the Antioch mint in the East and the Mediolanum mint in the 




imperial policy under Gallienus to mint antoniniani containing the same amount of silver in 
them across the mints of the Roman Empire. Due to the intentional nature of this, that the Rome 
mint produced antoniniani within the first three issues containing, on average, 0.22g less silver 
than Antioch and 0.24g less silver than Mediolanum, adds weight to the theory of widespread 
fraud occurring within the imperial mint at Rome. Fraud at the imperial Rome mint can 
continue to be seen under Aurelian.320 This similarity between the imperial mints is also 
reflected in the average weight of the first three issues, albeit to a lesser extent. The imperial 
Antioch antoniniani averaged 3.53g, the imperial Mediolanum antoniniani averaged 3.23g, 
and the imperial Rome antoniniani averaged 3.18g, thus falling within 0.34g of each other 
(notably Rome is, again, lower than Antioch and Mediolanum). The average silver content of 
the imperial Mediolanum mint and imperial Rome mint continued to become further aligned 
in the issues after the Palmyrenes took control of the imperial Antioch mint in 263 CE. The 
average silver content of the subsequent issues from Mediolanum (issues 4-8) was 0.25g, while 
the contemporary issues (4-6) from Rome had an average silver content of 0.21g. Conversely, 
the average weight of the antoniniani at Mediolanum and Rome continued to diverge as the 
antoniniani from issues 4-8 at Mediolanum averaged 2.89g, while the antoniniani from issues 
4-6 at the imperial Rome mint weighed, on average, 3.53g. As the average silver content of the 
antoniniani became more uniform at the same time as the average weight diverged during the 
sole reign of Gallienus, it is clear that the silver content of the antoniniani was of greater 
significance to the imperial government than the weight. Gallienus’ sole reign was the first of 
the period in which the Palmyrenes and the Gallic Empire had broken away from Rome. Thus, 
that the silver content of the imperial antoniniani became more uniform throughout Gallienus’ 
sole reign is significant. The presence of the breakaway Palmyrene Empire and Gallic Empire 
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had the potential to necessitate an increase in military expenditure, which, in turn, would spur 
greater debasement of the antoniniani from the mints nearest to the two breakaway empires. 
However, as the disparity in the silver content of the antoniniani from mints across the Empire 
narrowed throughout this period, a clear imperial policy of uniform, empire-wide debasement 
(despite different military expenditures in different parts of the Empire), is evident. 
 
The uniformity of the silver content across the imperial mints can continue to be seen in the 
reign of Claudius II. After the loss of the imperial mint at Antioch, Claudius II opened a new 
imperial mint nearby in Cyzicus. This new imperial Cyzicus mint, under Claudius II, continued 
to mint antoniniani with a similar silver content to the other imperial mints. The average silver 
content across all three of the Claudius II issues from Cyzicus was 0.10g, compared to the 
0.11g from Mediolanum and 0.09g from Rome. Thus, the silver content of all of the issues of 
Claudius II fell within 0.02g of each other across the width of the Central Empire. The weight 
of the imperial antoniniani continued to vary widely among the imperial mints, as was the case 
in the sole reign of Gallienus. The average weight of the antoniniani was 3.75g at Cyzicus, 
3.36g at Mediolanum, and 3.11g at Rome. Accordingly, there was a range of 0.64g of average 
weights across the three imperial mints discussed. Due to this, it is evident that in the reign of 
Claudius II there continued to be an intentional uniformity of silver contents across the imperial 
mints despite the differing demands of military expenditure, while the weights of the 
antoniniani were apparently of lesser importance. 
 
In the reign of Aurelian, the uniformity of the silver content can continue to be seen in his pre-
reform (issue 1) antoniniani. The average silver content in Aurelian’s first issue was 0.04g at 
the imperial mint at Cyzicus, 0.07g at the imperial mint at Rome, and 0.13g at the imperial 




within 0.09g of each other. Just as occurred in the sole reign of Gallienus and in the reign of 
Claudius II, there was no uniformity in the weight of the antoniniani at the same imperial mints. 
The average weight from the first issue of Aurelian was 2.83g at Cyzicus, 2.85g at Rome, and 
3.61g at Mediolanum; a 0.78g difference. Consequently, it is clear that at the beginning of the 
reign of Aurelian there continued to be an imperial policy to maintain a uniform silver content 
of the antoninianus across imperial mints, with a lesser focus on the weight of the coins. In 274 
CE, once he had defeated both the Palmyrenes and the Gallic Empire and had reunified the 
Roman Empire, Aurelian implemented a major reform of the imperial antoniniani. The new 
post-reform antoniniani had an increased silver content and an increased and more uniform 
weight. By carrying out this monetary reform Aurelian was not attempting to create a uniform 
currency across the Roman Empire, but rather he was attempting to restore the quality of an 
already uniform system. 
 
Operating at the same time as the imperial Rome, Mediolanum, and Cyzicus mints were the 
mints of the Gallic Empire and the Palmyrene Empire, which also minted antoniniani. From 
the outset, the Gallic emperor, Postumus, differentiated his Gallic antoniniani from the nearby 
imperial issues at Mediolanum (minted by Gallienus). During the reign of Postumus, the Gallic 
antoniniani weighed more and contained more silver than the imperial antoniniani. As there 
was a uniform silver standard within the Central Empire, it is clear that Postumus minted his 
antoniniani at a higher weight and silver standard in order to assert his independence from 
Rome. The disparity between the Gallic antoniniani and the imperial antoniniani continued 
through to the last emperor of the Gallic Empire – Tetricus. The antoniniani of Tetricus 
consistently weighed at least one gram less than the contemporary Mediolanum issues of 
Aurelian. This disparity can be taken to mean that the Gallic antoniniani were not intended to 




In contrast to the policies of the Gallic Empire, the other breakaway empire – the Palmyrenes 
– intentionally minted antoniniani with weights similar to the nearby imperial issues minted at 
Cyzicus. Unlike the Gallic antoniniani, the Palmyrene antoniniani bore the name and image of 
the emperor from the Central Empire. Thus, through maintaining a weight standard that was in 
line with the imperial issues, the Palmyrenes were likely trying to stabilise trade in the region. 
Accordingly, for the Palmyrenes in the first ten years of their tenure in the East, it was the 
weight of the antoniniani, rather than the silver content, that was important. A close similarity 
to the weight standard of the Central Empire was maintained by the Palmyrenes until their 
antoniniani ceased to outwardly appear to be imperial issues, when at first Vabalathus, and 
then Zenobia, appeared on their antoniniani.  
 
Through comparing the antoniniani from the imperial branch mints at Cyzicus in the East and 
Mediolanum in the West, with the main imperial mint at Rome, this study has demonstrated 
that there was a policy to maintain a uniform silver content in the antoniniani across the Roman 
Empire across the tumultuous period 260-275 CE. Increased military expenditure caused by 
barbarian raids across the borders of the Empire and the presence of the two breakaway empires 
necessitated continual debasements of the imperial antoniniani. This study shows that the 
antoniniani from the mint closest to the source of the military expenditure were not debased at 
a steeper rate than the antoniniani from the other imperial mints. This appears to confirm that 
there was a policy of uniform debasement in the imperial antoniniani across the entire Roman 
Empire from 260-275 CE.  
 
It should be noted that this study exclusively examined a handful of imperial mints in operation 
during a short period of time. Although the antoniniani from the imperial branch mints at 




mints such as Siscia, Serdica, and Tripolis were excluded due to the scope of this study. To be 
able to comment fully on the uniformity of silver content of the imperial antoniniani across the 
Roman Empire in general, one must examine and compare the antoniniani from all of the 
imperial branch mints from the beginning of decentralisation in the 250s CE to the end of 
production of the antoninianus at the beginning of the fourth century CE. This study was also 
limited due to its reliance on the analyses done by King and Northover which, although 
invaluable, were in themselves limited in the number of antoniniani analysed. This study could 
further be supported through an increased quantity of antoniniani analysed.  
 
Although this study was limited to a period of fifteen years and three imperial mints, it 
demonstrates that, contrary to Tyler’s findings, there was an economic unity within the wider 
Roman economy during what was, arguably, the most turbulent period of the third century. 
Through establishing that there was a uniform silver standard across the Roman Empire and, 
by extension, that there was a uniform rate of debasement, this study has a dual outcome. On 
the one hand, it highlights the importance of the silver content of the imperial antoninianus to 
the Roman government, while on the other hand, it emphasises the intentionality and control 
over the silver content, across all imperial mints, that the imperial government had. This study, 
therefore, contributes to the understanding that the Roman economy was not broken up into 
localised regional economies, operating at a provincial level, but rather that it was viewed as a 






 Administration of The Imperial Mint 
 
 
The imperial mint at Rome was a highly structured body; one that was organised by a strict 
hierarchy of the administration and mint workers (monetarii). In the Imperial Period, it was the 
prerogative of the emperor to mint coins and he had full control of the mint (de rebus bellicis 
3.4; Herodian 2.15.3).321 The emperor was, therefore, the figural head of the administrative 
hierarchy of the mint. Logically, the emperor’s involvement in the day to day functioning of 
the mint was delegated to other officials. Thus, while the emperor was the figural head of the 
mint, the imperial finance secretary (a rationibus) was the functional head of the imperial mint 
at Rome (and later the imperial branch mints). The first instance that the a rationibus is 
mentioned was an inscription from the reign of Tiberius (CIL vi 8409),322 so presumably, the 
role was established around this time (if not slightly earlier under Augustus).323 As the imperial 
finance secretary and thus head of the treasury, the a rationibus was also in charge of the mines, 
taxation within the Empire, and the state expenditure.324 Statius, a first-century poet, described 
the a rationibus’ role as watching (vigil) over “the ore that is melted to shape the faces of gods 
or clinks stamped by the fire of Ausonia’s mint.” (Statius 3.85-105).325 That Statius used the 
verb vigil to describe the a rationibus’ interaction with the minting process suggests that the a 
rationibus most likely did not directly administer the mint, but rather oversaw the input of 
bullion from the mines into the mint and the output of the volume of coinage from the mint, 
based on the needs of the state expenditure.  
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That the a rationibus had control over the yield from the mines is crucial. Between the second 
century BCE and the Early Principate, the silver mines of Rome became privately owned and 
then slowly came back under imperial ownership throughout the Principate. This was around 
the same time that the position of a rationibus was created. Second-century tablets from a mine 
in Aljustrel in Portugal show that private owners bought the right to mine from the procurator 
metallorum and then gave either half the ore or the equivalent sum to the imperial treasury, 
which was controlled by the a rationibus.326 Thus, the a rationibus received at least half of the 
bullion from the mines within the Empire, and then used this to supply the imperial mint and 
dictate the amount of coin they were to produce from that supply of precious metal. This 
supports the idea that the a rationibus was able to set a uniform rate of debasement across the 
imperial branch mints in 260-275 CE. 
 
Directly under the a rationibus in the administrative hierarchy of the imperial mint was the 
procurator monetae,327 first mentioned in the reign of Trajan.328 That only the a rationibus is 
mentioned prior to the reign of Trajan for the upper administrative positions in the imperial 
mint suggests that the position of procurator monetae was created, if not under Trajan, then 
certainly only in the mid to late first century CE.329 In a period in which little is known 
definitively about the administration of the imperial mints due to the lack of evidence, the 
procurator monetae is one of the few positions that can decisively be said to be in existence 
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during the third century CE.330 With the assumption that the a rationibus was tied to the 
imperial treasury, then the day to day administration of minting operations were likely 
delegated to the procurator monetae. Thus the procurator monetae, under the orders of the a 
rationibus, oversaw the operations of the mint directly and was the manager responsible for 
executing the plans of the a rationibus in regards to producing the output from the mint dictated 
by the incoming bullion.331 It is the emperor, the a rationibus, and the procurator monetae that 
make up the senior administrative tier in the hierarchy of the imperial mint (Figure 1).  
 
 
Figure 1: Hierarchy of the Imperial Mint 
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The procurator monetae had three subordinates: the dispensator rationis monetae (CIL vi 
8454), the aequator (CIL xiii 1820),332 and the optio et exactor.333 In general terms, a 
dispensator was a steward or a household superintendent who was in charge of finances. 
Within the imperial context, the dispensator, as part of the familia caesaris was a freedman,334 
who was the manager of the private imperial accounts (Suet. Vesp. 22). The dispensator 
rationis monetae, then, was either the treasurer of the imperial mint itself or an account official 
(whereas the a rationibus was the head of the state treasury).335 Of equal rank to the 
dispenstator rationibus monetae, and a subordinate to the procurator monetae was the 
aequator. The aequator oversaw the workers who examined the quality and the weight of the 
coins, and likely – alongside the dispensator rationis monetae – keeping track of the precious 
metal coming into the mint and the struck coinage leaving the mint.336 The third of the 
subordinates of the procurator monetae, and the best attested was the optio et exactor.  
 
The best evidence for the mid to low levels of the administrative hierarchy of the imperial mint 
comes from a series of inscriptions found near the San Clemente church on the Mons Caelius. 
This set of inscriptions were on the base of several statues dedicated by some of the mint 
workers of the imperial mint at Rome on Trajan’s dies imperii, 28 January 115 CE (CIL vi 42-
44; CIL vi 239; CIL vi 791).337 Neither the a rationibus nor the procurator monetae are 
mentioned on these inscriptions, instead, only some of the mid to low level administrators, 
notably all freedmen.338 The highest-ranked administrator listed was the imperial freedman 
                                                 
332 Weaver 1972, 116-117; Bond 2016, 235. 
333 Peachin 1986, 104. 
334 Weaver 1972, 7. 
335 Peachin 1986, 104. 
336 Peachin 1986, 104; Bond 2016, 235 no. 39. The procurator monetae was ultimately responsible for this. 
337 Carson 1956, 233-235; Grierson and Mays 1992, 51; Beckmann 2012, 406; Woytek 2012, 102; Bond 2016, 
232-234. 





Felix, the optio et exactor auri argenti et aeris (CIL vi 42-44).339 As Felix was a freedman – 
like the dispensator rationis monetae and the aequator – it is clear that the optio et exactor 
ranked below the equestrian procurator monetae in the overall administrative hierarchy of the 
imperial mint. The role of the optio et exactor auri argenti et aeris is indicated by the title. 
Optio was a military title,340 and was a broad rank for those responsible for administrative tasks 
within the Roman Army.341 Optio denotes that this position was an administrative one in the 
imperial mint, while the title exactor indicates that the position was in charge of the technical 
functioning of the mint.342 As the title optio et exactor auri argenti et aeris specifies that the 
position works with all three metals (auri argenti et aeris), the position must have been 
involved in the technical side of the entire mint, rather than having authority over one specific 
denomination. The optio et exactor must then have been responsible for the technical side of 
the direct administration of the mint compared to the more bureaucratic and regulatory position 
of procurator monetae. It is logical that he took orders from the procurator monetae and 
executed them, thus belonging to the mid-level administrator tier of the mint hierarchy.343  
 
The Trajanic inscriptions show that the optio et exactor had an assistant, the optio, Albanus 
(CIL vi 43).344 On the same inscription, the next hierarchical step down is mentioned after the 
optio et exactor and the optio; the officinatores. Due to both their position and the number 
listed (sixteen) on the inscription it can be concluded that Albanus, as optio, was the supervisor 
                                                 
339 The inscription on the base of the statue of Apollo Augustus was dedicated solely by Felix, which refers to him 
by his full title of optio et exactor auri argenti et aeris (CIL vi 42). As this was dedicated by Felix alone it shows 
the authority of Felix’s role within the mint over the lower positions mentioned on the other inscriptions. 
340 Sutherland 1947, 48-49. 
341 Breeze 1976, 127-132. That a military title is used within the naming of a position within the administrative 
hierarchy of the imperial mint indicates the military organization of the mint. See Peachin 1986, 105 no. 65; 
Woytek 2013, 255. Similarly, the position of procurator monetae was usually the first position held after having 
finished the military service typical for equites (Peachin 1986, 105). 
342 Carson 1956, 234; Woytek 2013, 255. 
343 Peachin 1986, 104. 




to the officinatores.345 What exactly the role of the officinatores was within the Trajanic mint 
has been the subject of much debate, with the crux of the issue being on whether or not the 
mint was split up into officina (workshops) during the Trajanic period.346 Certainly, by the 
reign of Philip I, the imperial mint at Rome was divided into officina demonstrated by the 
officina marks on some of the coins minted during his reign.347 It is clear that at least from the 
beginning of the imperial mint at Rome if not before, there was an officina system in the 
mint.348 It is unlikely that the officina system, which was in place during, the Early Principate 
stopped being used by the second century, only to be reinstituted in the third century. From 
their title, it is clear that the officinatores oversaw the officinae.349 Logically, the officinae at 
the imperial mint must have been separated between the production of gold, silver, and bronze 
coinage.350 At the  beginning of the inscription, dedicated by the officinatores (CIL vi 43) their 
full title of officinatores monetae aurariae argentariae caesaris n(ostri) is given. This title 
demonstrates that the officinatores who dedicated this statue only worked with the minting of 
gold and silver coinage.351 This could be used to argue that only gold and silver are minted in 
this mint, however, as the optio et exactor was for auri argenti et aeris means that all three 
metals were minted at the imperial mint.352 Thus, the officinatores were in charge of officina 
that were divided between the minting of gold, silver, and bronze imperial coinage as well as 
the production of some provincial and civic issues.353 
                                                 
345 Carson 1956, 234; Woytek 2013, 256. 
346 Woytek 2012, 104. 
347 MacDowall 1978, 33; Woytek 2012, 100. 
348 MacDowall 1978, 33-44. Livy, writing during the reign of Augustus refers to an officina Monetae (Livy, 
6.20.14) suggesting that the mint was divided into officina at least during the reign of Augustus. 
349 Carson 1956, 234; Woytek 2012, 104; Woytek 2013, 257; Bond 2016, 232. 
350 Woytek 2012, 111. 
351 The separation of gold and silver from bronze metals has been attested in other inscriptions. CIL vi 8461 shows 
a superpositus nummulariorum working solely with gold, and CIL vi 298 and CIL vi 8456 both show other mint 
workers similarly only worked with silver and gold. See Woytek, 2012, 111-112. 
352 Carson 1956, 234. It is possible that an inscription from the ‘officinatores monetae aerariae’ was lost, as it is 
unlikely that the series of inscriptions from the Trajanic mint is complete due to the lack of an inscription from 
either the a rationibus or the procurator monetae. See Woytek 2012, 111. 
353 Most prominently during the reigns of Vespasian and Trajan, but to a lesser extent throughout the rest of the 
Imperial period, the imperial mint at Rome minted provincial and civic coins that would be circulated in the East. 




As well as oversee the officinae, two inscriptions suggest that the officinatores had other roles 
in the imperial mint. One inscription, a dedication to Hercules, was set up by the officinatores 
et nummulari officinarum argentariarum familiae monetari(ae) (CIL vi 298). This association 
between officinator and nummularius is also seen on the second inscription, a funerary 
inscription of the Trajanic freedman M. Secundus who was the nummulario offic[inator] 
monetae (CIL vi 8463b).354 These inscriptions indicate that the role of the officinatores was 
closely related to that of the nummularius, the money tester, or money changer. The role of the 
officinatores was then both to oversee the officina floor while also checking the quality of the 
coins produced by the workmen,355 thereby accounting for the high number of officinatores 
within the imperial mint. Literary evidence provides examples of other nummularii that were 
specifically in charge of money-changing or checking and bagging coins (Suet. Galb., 9; Petr. 
Sat., 56; Mart. Epi. 12.57.8).356 However, in view of the epigraphic evidence discussed above 
it seems that the officinatores and the nummularii were one and the same, or at least very 
closely related and of equal rank. The officinatores would have come under the authority of 
the optio for his duties in overseeing the officina floor and the aequator for his duties in quality 
checking. 
 
Of equal rank to the officinatores was the praepositus (CIL vi 8464; CIL xiv 1878; CIL vi 
1145) and the conductores flaturae argentariae.357 CIL vi 8464, an inscription of Hadrianic 
date, describes the praepositus as praepositus scalptorum sacrae monetae, indicating that the 
                                                 
axis), stylistically (the die engravings for the dies used to mint these coins appear the same as those used in the 
imperial mint at Rome), and metallurgically (the chemical composition of these coins are the same as those 
produced contemporaneously at the Roman imperial mint – showing that the same metal stock was used). For 
more on provincial and civic coins produced at the Rome imperial mint see Carradice and Cowell 1987, 26-50; 
Butcher and Ponting 1995, 63-77; Katsari 2003, 32; Woytek 2011, 153-167; Beckmann 2012, 407; Woytek 2012, 
112. 
354 Woytek 2012, 103. 
355 Woytek 2012, 103-104; Woytek 2013, 257. 
356 Bond 2016, 234. 
357 Peachin 1986, 104 no. 60; Peachin 1987, 248-249; Bond 2016, 234. For a curious mix-up by Ammianus 




praepositi were in charge of the scalptores (die-cutters) of the mint. The conductores flaturae 
argent[ariae] are mentioned on another inscription of the same date as the Trajanic inscriptions 
found by the San Clementine church, paid for by the five conductores from the imperial mint 
(CIL vi 791). On this, the five conductores gave their full title of conduct[ores] flaturae 
argent[ariae] monetae Cae[saris], indicating that they were managers, or directly the ‘hirers” 
(conductores) of the smelters (flaturae) of money (argentariae) at the imperial mint (monetae 
Caesaris).358 
 
From the epigraphic evidence, it is clear that there was an administrative hierarchy within the 
imperial mint. The mint was ultimately under the control of the emperor, who placed the a 
rationibus, the head of the treasury in charge. Under the a rationibus was the procurator 
monetae, who together with the a rationibus formed the senior administration of the mint as 
both these positions were held by equestrians. Under the procurator monetae were the 
dispensator rationis monetae and the aequatores, in charge of accounts, and the optio et 
exactor, in charge of production, helped by his assistant the optio. These three positions form 
the middle tier of the administrative hierarchy. Under the optio et exactor and the optio, to form 
the lowest administrative tier, was the praepositus, in charge of the die-cutters, the conductores 
flaturae, in charge of the smelters, and the officinatores, in charge of those striking the coins 
and quality checking. From this one can see that the imperial mint was systematically 
organised. 
                                                 
358 Sutherland 1947, 49; Vermeule 1957, 107. Though the inscription has been broken off it is clear the four of 
the five are Ulpii, thus Woytek asserts that these are Trajanic freedmen, as were the officinatores. However, this 
is somewhat confused by another inscription (CIL vi 8455) which indicates that there was a manceps that oversaw 
the flaturae argentariae. On the one hand, if the title manceps is being used in this inscription in the sense that he 
is a manager or a chief then it would suggest that he is synonymous with the conductores flaturae, whereas on the 
other hand if it is being used in terms of being an owner, then it would suggest that he is separate from the mint 
hierarchy and is therefore different from the conductores. Regardless, the conductores flaturae oversaw the 
smelters of the imperial mint and being imperial freedmen were under imperial control regardless of whether the 






Naturally, where there were administrators there had to be workers to carry out the orders. 
These too are shown on the Trajanic inscriptions. CIL vi 44, a dedication to Hercules 
Aug[ustus], was paid for by those doing the manual labour within the mint. These labourers 
were the workers in the officinae, whose direct supervisors were the officinatores, and were 
composed of signatores, suppostores, and malliatores. In total there were seventeen signatores 
(twelve of whom are freedmen,359 with the rest being slaves), eleven suppostores (seven of 
whom are freedmen) and thirty-two malliatores (only eleven of whom are freedmen) listed on 
this inscription. That the ratio between freedman to slave increases between the signatores, 
who are listed first and are made up of 70 per cent freedmen, to the suppostores, listed second 
and made up of 64 per cent freedmen and the malliatores, listed last and made up of 34 per 
cent freedmen is immediately striking. This suggests that the order of the workers on the 
inscription is hierarchical in itself.360  
 
At the top of this hierarchy then were the signatores. What the role of the signatores was has 
been a controversial one with some arguing that they are quality checkers,361 others that it was 
their job to hold the upper die in position over the coin blank,362 but with the majority arguing 
that they were die-engravers.363 Die engraving was a crucial part of the minting process and so 
it is odd that there is no mention of die-engravers on the Trajanic inscriptions. It is because of 
this that there has been a connection made between the signatores as die-cutters.364 However, 
the argument that the signatores are the die-engravers of the imperial mint is a problematic one 
when one takes into account the evidence of the presence of sculptores. It can be thought with 
                                                 
359 Jones 1970, 401 argued that the workers of the mint were all imperial slaves, that some of the workers shown 
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360 Woytek 2013, 258.  
361 Beckmann 2012, 407. 
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some certainty that the sculptores were the die-engravers of the Roman imperial mint (CIL vi 
6464),365 and were under the authority of the praepositi. Thus began the tradition, started by 
Mommsen, to equate the title signatores with the title sculptores.366 Instead, the signatores 
were most likely in charge of placing the upper die on the coin blank for it to be hammered.367 
This was likely a moderately physical job, thus explaining the moderately high number of 
signatores on the inscription.368 
 
Listed after the signatores on the CIL vi 44 inscription, and thus next on the labouring 
hierarchy, were the suppostores. As suppostores comes from supponere ‘to put, place, set 
under’ the consensus is that the suppostores placed the blanks on the lower die for the 
signatores to place the upper die upon,369 and then presumably removed the coin from between 
the dies once it had been struck. That the very title of the suppostores means that they place 
the blank under the die it shows that there must have been another worker who controlled the 
upper die, thus supporting that the signatores role was to place the upper die over the blank, 
rather than as a die-engraver. The work of the suppostores would have been an easier job, 
physically, than the signatores as it involved sitting down and handling light coins, thus the 
suppostores make up the smallest number of the three groups on the inscription.370 
 
                                                 
365 Vermeule 1957, 107; Woytek 2012, 105-106; Woytek 2013, 260. 
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of the arts, Apollo – which could very well be missing (Woytek 2012, 107). 
367 Vermeule 1957, 107; Woytek 2012, 111. 
368 Woytek 2013, 269. 
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The last group listed on CIL vi 44, and therefore the lowest in rank of the whole mint were the 
malliatores. Malliatores derives from the malleus ‘hammer’ and thus a malliator was without 
a doubt a ‘hammerer’, whose job it was the hammer, or strike, the upper die.371 As there were 
more slaves amongst the malliatores listed on the inscription and that this was the most 
unskilled job in the mint it can be concluded that the malliatores were the lowest-ranked within 
the mint.372 Because the malliatores make up the largest group of workers on the CIL vi 44 
inscription and that there are almost exactly three malliatores for one suppostor, Beckmann 
has recently argued that the physical labourers worked in teams of four – three malliatores and 
one suppostor.373 However, this fails to take into account the presence of the signatores as die 
placers on the inscription (as Beckmann thought that the signatores were die-engravers and 
therefore would not have been part of a minting team). Instead, it should be taken into account 
that hammering would have been the most physically exhausting of the three jobs attested on 
the inscription,374 and accordingly, it is likely that the malliatores worked in shifts with a higher 
frequency of rotation than the next most physically demanding job – the signatores – which in 
turn were replaced more often than the least physically demanding job – that of the suppostores, 
thus accounting for the differing numbers on the inscription.375 Just as the signatores, 
                                                 
371 Sutherland 1947, 49; Grierson and Mays 1992, 51; Beckmann 2012, 407; Woytek 2012, 104; Woytek 2013, 
259. 
372 Beckmann 2012, 407; Woytek 2012, 104, Woytek 2013, 259. 
373 Beckmann 2012, 407. 
374 Grierson and Mays 1992, 51; Woytek 2012, 111, Woytek 2013, 269. 
375 Woytek 2012, 111; Woytek 2013, 269. That the actual striking of coins was done by a team of malliatores, a 
suppostor, and a signator is shown on two numismatic objects – one a Late Roman coin and the other a tessera, 
now found in the Vienna coin cabinet. The tessera depicts the three Monetae on the obverse standing in a building 
– which was likely the imperial mint on the Mons Caelius. On the reverse is three men, one holding a hammer 
above his head, next to him and in the centre of the tessera is a seated or kneeling man next to nine blank circles, 
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clearly about the hammer. Taken with the obverse of the tessera this is clearly depicting a minting scene, with the 
man on the left with the hammer being the malliator, the man in the centre with the blank circles (which in this 
case would clearly be the coin blanks) would be the supposter, and the man on the right holding the die being the 
signator. This scene is almost exactly repeated on the Late Roman coin. However, as well as the three labourers, 
the coin also depicts three more men standing on the outside of the minting group. The man on the left of the coin 
is standing close to the malliator. As the malliatores worked in rotation due to the physical nature of their jobs it 
this figure is likely another malliator ready to rotate with the one currently hammering. This suggests then that 
rather working in shifts the malliatores worked concurrently with each other, rotating throughout the day. 
Beckmann was then not completely wrong in identifying the actual mint team as being made up of four workers, 




suppostores, and malliatores, were under the authority of the officinatores, the flaturae 
argentariae (smelters) were under the conductores flaturae and the sculptors (die-engravers) 
were under the praepositi. These three groups of physical labourers and their supervisors made 
up the familia monetalis (CIL vi 239, 298).376  
 
  
                                                 
malliatores, one suppostor, and one signator. The man in at the centre back has been identified by Woytek as 
holding a bag, which was likely full of either coin blanks or minted coins, suggesting that this figure is an 
officinator, who is directly in charge of the minting team and is carrying out his role of quality checker of the 
coins that they are producing. The third figure to the left of the coin poses more of an issue. This figure appears 
to be standing over the mint team, instructing them and is larger than the rest, signifying that he is superior to the 
officinator and the others on the coin. This would mean that this figure is either the optio et exactor or the 
procurator monetae (as it is not likely that the a rationibus was present in the mint), though most likely it is the 
optio et exactor. That the scenes concerning the malliator, the suppostor, and the signator are very similar on both 
the tessera and the coin it would be suggestive that this division of labour was a typical one within the mint. 
Furthermore as the tessera dates for the late-third to mid-fourth century CE and the coin dates from the mid-fourth 
century to the early fifth century CE it would imply that the division of labour among these three workmen had 
remained constant from at least the time of Trajan to the Late Empire. For further discussion see Woytek 2012, 
108-110; Woytek 2013, 269-271. 
376 Woytek 2012, 101. Little is known about the familia monetalis – only that it was similar to other groups under 
imperial control such as the familia aquarum, familia publicanorum, and the familia vectigalis. For which see 
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